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Editors^ Introduction 


W ITH the accession to the Presidency of the man Mark Hanna 
called ‘‘that damn cowboy^,” the comfortable world of William 
McKinley evaporated as a morning mist. What hastened its evapora¬ 
tion was the realization that it had been comfortable only for the 
fortunate and the privileged, and that all through the decade of the 
nineties these constituted an ever-shrinking segment of the population. 
It had not been comfortable at all for farmers trying to live on five- 
cent cotton and fifty-cent wheat; for workingmen sweating twelve 
hours a day in factory, mill, or mine; for immigrants crowded into the 
noisome slums of great cities. Theodore Roosevelt was born to wealth 
and to patrician position, raised in luxury, educated at Groton and 
Harvard, and destined for privilege, but he sensed the disparity be¬ 
tween the lot of the fortunate and the unfortunate—^between the 
American dream and the American reality—as the more plebeian Mc¬ 
Kinleys and Clevelands and Mark Hannas did not, and he was the first 
President since poor Andrew Johnson who did sense it. That was his 
significance; and because he was able and eager to do something to 
remedy "the disparity, history has given his name to an era. 

When Roosevelt took the oath of office, he promised to “continue 
absolutely unbroken” the policies of his predecessor. In a narrow sense 
he was true to this promise, for there was no overt repudiation of 
McKinleyism. But in historical perspective Roosevelt was not so much 
a successor as an innovator. We can see now that he ushered in a 
revolution—a revolution as significant in its way as the industrial 
revolution of almost a century earlier. It was a fourfold revolution: in 
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govei^ent to the economy; in the relations of the dif- 
each ottr. I ^ economy-capital, labor, and agriculture-to 

wT^d td the rest of the 

matter economic thought about these and related 

matters. This revolution has gone on, not without challenge but with¬ 
SerZ Sf-d T Theodore Roosevelt took 

over the Presidency on September 14, 1901. 

There had been antecedents, to ii sure; the real watershed of our 

for^ovSLe' “““? ” ■>' *' ”»«!'»■ Liteols had cajled 

the lea-al fm ”d ° economy for fully a generation, and 

tcgal foundations for such regulation had been laid in the great 

o unn v. Illinois. Economic dissenters like Henry George and 

■ r ^ defiantly refuse to call classes Tender- 

mmded reformers Hke Jacob Riis and Jane Addams had inaugurated a 
humamtanan crusade on behalf of the poor and the explS The 
rigins o wor d power go back to the generation of Seward and cer- 

Sted “ ?ud rf”“ 1 of the 

mties And that mteUectual revolution which Professor Mowry has 

h: “f"”’ ^ “ 

^aracter. He was in a sense an orthodox heretic, a respectable a-n 

^In^Siir " conservative revolutionist, aid his 

ponsorship was a guarantee that the revolution would be conducted 
un CT the most high-minded auspices, in the most orderly fashion and 
to ^e most respectable ends. What this meant was thit Se U^ted 
States would escape those convulsions which attended the social revolu^ 
^ons m so mariy other countries, and that this revolutMe e^lie 
--1-tions-would be essentially conservative in cw!" 
Professor Mowry has caught with sharp insight and deep under 
standmg the complexity lurking within the apparent simpliciL of Ae 
pro^^sive movement,_and of the man who cLe to perLIfy h Se 

rents that swept across Amenca at the turn of the century, the social 
d econoimc problems that clamored for solution, and ^progressive 
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temper that turned so buoyantly to the task. Then^ with the stage care¬ 
fully set, he puts Roosevelt in the center and assigns him the leading 
role—^but he does not for a moment permit him to steal the show. 
Unlike so many historians Professor Mowry is not thrown off his stride 
by the ebullient and domineering Roosevelt. He subscribes neither to 
the excessive adulation of an earlier period, nor to the fashionable 
depreciation of more recent years, but accepts Roosevelt for what he 
was: a wonderfully successful interpreter of popular sensibilities and 
aspirations; a showman with something to show; a hard-headed vision¬ 
ary who accepted a fiduciary relationship to future generations; a 
practical politician who could master politics and parties; a vital force 
who restored Washington as the center of American affairs, and the 
White House as the center of Washington, and who revived faith not 
only in the executive but in the political process itself. 

And, mirahile dictu. Professor Mowry has managed to be equally 
judicious with President Taft—a judge who was not himself judicious 
and who has inspired very little judiciousness in others. Mr. Mowry 
holds nicely the balance between critics and apologists, but leaves us 
in no doubt of his own verdict: that Taft, for all his good qualities and 
good intentions, was out of touch with the great movements of his own 
day and that for the good of his country he had to be repudiated. 

Although in an earher book in this series Professor Dulles has drawn, 
in broad strokes, the contours of foreign relations during these years, 
Mr. Mowry has not excluded or neglected them here. For in a sense 
the self-conscious emergence of the United States as a world power 
during these years was a function and product of domestic develop¬ 
ments, particularly economic developments. And clearly, too, the new 
vigor and scope in the conduct of foreign relations was a part of the 
new vigor and scope in the conduct of the executive power by Roose¬ 
velt. Clearly we cannot present the Roosevelt era and ignore Panama 
or Venezuela or Algeciras or Portsmouth. Mr. Mowry has fitted all of 
these episodes discretely into the larger picture so as to give us a full 
sense of the new energies and forces which were released during the 
era of Roosevelt. 

This volume is one of The New American Nation Series, a compre¬ 
hensive, co-operative survey of the history of the era now embraced in 
the United States from the days of discovery to the second half of the 
twentieth century. Since the publication by the House of Harper of the 
American Nation series, over half a century ago, the scope of history 
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broadened, new approaches explored and de- 
oped. The time has come for a judicious reappraisal of the new 
mstory, a cautious application of the new techniques of investigation 
presentation, and a large-scale effort to achieve a synthesis of new 

ntnngs with the famihar facts, and to present the whole in attractive 
iiterary form. 

To this task The New American Nation Series is dedicated. Each 
o ume IS part of a carefully planned whole, and fitted as well as is 
P^ible to the other volumes in the series; at the same time each 
ume IS designed to be complete in itself. From time to time the same 
enes of events will be presented from different points of view: thus 
e voum^^ on foreign affairs, constitutional history, and intellectual 
svill m some ways retrace ground covered in this volume. That 
to overlapping is inevitable, but it has seemed 

® repetition is less regrettable than omission, and that 

^met^g IS to be gained by looking at the same period and the same 
material from different and independent points of view. 


Henry Steele Gommager 
Richard Brandon Morris 



Preface 


T he first dozen years of the twentieth century were important ones 
for the development of modem American society. They marked 
the birth and growth of the so-called progressive movement, a social 
quest which, in its broadest aspects, attempted to find solutions for the 
amazing number of domestic and foreign problems spawned by the 
great industrial, urban, and population changes of the late nineteenth 
century. Workable answers to such problems had laigely eluded the 
nineteenth century despite the persistent efforts of sundry rural political 
movements. Perhaps that was the main difficulty with most of the nine¬ 
teenth-century answers. They wa:e essentially mral answers to urban 
problems, and thus they missed their mark by a little wider margin 
than is customary in modem man^s seemingly endless attempt to push 
rapidly into the unknown territory of the future without either ade¬ 
quate equipment or directions for the journey. Road maps of varying 
quality are made by historians after they are no longer of immediate 
use. 

Possibly because the progressive movement was dotted with interest¬ 
ing personalities, or simply because it achieved some measure of success 
in finding partial legislative solutions to the period’s major complexi¬ 
ties, it has attracted more than its share of historians. A glance at the 
footnotes and more especially at the bibliography will indicate that 
this book could not have been written without the aid of their works. 
No one is more sensitive to the need of collaborative scholarship, per¬ 
haps, than the historian of recent societies. Faced by the torrents of 
print turned out by modern presses and the rivers of words carried 
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into the pit of public discussion by modem communication facilities, 
toe individual scholar, were he to rely entirely upon himself for veri- 
cation, would be almost drowned. This book, like most such in recent 
history, is a synthesis of the work and views of many people, as well as 
twenty years of my own research in the period. 

In adtotion to tracing the history of the nation, it contains the best 
answem I can give to the many still unanswered vexing questions about 
e ongins and the nature of the progressive movement. It attempts 
another re-evaluation of that many-sided character, Theodore Roose- 

dominated the American scene until 
lyu. And It continues the story of the evolution of the refonn move¬ 
ment though the Taft administration until its RepubKcan phase ended 
in the Utterly contested tri-comered struggle between Roosevelt, Taft, 
and LaFoUette in the elections of 1912. 

In the making of this book there were many hands. My thanK are 
especi^y due to the University of California, which supplied the sab- 
baucal leave duimg which much of it was written, and to the Research 
Coi^ittee of toe Umversity Senate for the funds which subsidized 
wor in the eastern United States and provided a research assistant, 

Juf? ^ “d down 

and ^ gracious 

d helpM hbranans m depositories, scattered from Cahfomia to New 

England W been of inestimable service. Especially was this true of 
Katoenne E. Brand of the Recent Manuscripts Section of the Library 
Congress. My thanks are also due to the editom of this series, Henry 
Steele Commager and Richard B. Morris, whose comments and helpful 
suggestions aided greatly, and lastly, to my wife, LaVeme Mowry, who 
read and edited the entire manuscript. 


Los Angeles^ California 
April 1,1958 


George E. Mowry 











CHAPTER 1 


Material America 


M aterial conditions as measured by production indices, con¬ 
sumption figures, and statistics on income are rather unsatis¬ 
factory data with which to start a study of a society. Contrasted with 
the creations of the mind and spirit, they are stubbornly cold, narrowly 
clinical, and more limited in their usefulness than is generally ap¬ 
preciated. Like the foundations of a building, they have a utilitarian 
ugliness about them, a rigidity that gives no hint of the airy and ele¬ 
gant structure that may appear aboveground. But they are at least 
necessary to an understanding of what rises above. Material facts have 
an injunctive force, perhaps, which helps dictate both a civilization’s 
general order as well as the upper limits to which it may attain. 

If material facts about their country have always held an attraction 
for Americans, they have also been of intense interest to visiting 
foreigners. Alexis de TocqueviUe, St. Jean de Grevecoeur, and James 
Bryce, to name but a few, were all intrigued by material conditions in 
America. So was a friendly visiting Englishman in 1900, Frederic 
Harrison. By virtue of its intelligent, industrious citizens and its mag¬ 
nificent natural resources, the United States, he observed, would soon 
lead the world in material progress. Harrison had a great many other 
compliments for the United States, including the comment that in 
values the average American was closer to the English than the latter 
were to the people living north of the Tweed River in his homeland. 
But if Harrison was full of praise for most aspects of American life, he 
was also somewhat disconcerted by its other phases. “Life in the 
States,” he commented, “is one perpetual whirl of telephones, tele- 
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SRmcSj phonographsj electric bells^ motors^ lifts, and automatic instru¬ 
ments.” Obviously, American life was too fast, its sound level too high, 
its change too rapid for this quiet British visitor.^ 

Change was not confined to technology in 1900; it touched almost 
every facet of American society. For the most part Americans were 
quite aware, possibly overaware, of the alterations being made. The 
word “new” occurred with astonishing frequency to describe all man¬ 
ner of changes quite divorced from electronic gadgets. The “new 
theology,” the “new morality,” the “new woman,” the “new immigra¬ 
tion,” the “new city,” and the “new South” were phrases both current 
and familiar to the well-informed of the day. As the years progressed, 
few pofitical pro^ams and tracts dared not include in their descrip¬ 
tive title an allusion to their uniqueness and their novelty, the “New 
Nationalism,” the “New Freedom,” and New Jersey’s “New Idea” 
being paralleled in more literary channels by such titles as the New 
Republic and the New Democracy, 

■niis emphasis upon change in part reflected the real alterations 
taking place at an amazing rate in society; in part it probably reflected 
a deep desire to forget the troublesome decade of the nineties. The 
great depression of 1893 had sharply curtailed the progress of industry. 
It had also witnessed thousands of business bankruptcies and millions 
of hunpy and angry unemployed men walking the city streets. The 
depression had added to the troubles of an already long-distressed 
^ condition which led to the bitter election campaign of 
1896 between Ae rural have-nots and the urban haves. The bloody 
St es of the nineties, the march of desperate men to Washington the 
nse of socialism, and the farmer’s startling political protest in 1896 
were all episodes which most Americans wished to forget at the begin- 
^ of ‘ie new century. For, following the Bryan campaign and the 
Spanish-Ammcan War, a sharp change had taken place in the 
1 industrial production increased steadily from 

1 I unemployment sank to more normal 

levels. A relative sense of weU-being possessed the nation and the 

average mm assumed a feehng of optimism about the future that he 
nad not had since the eighties. 

In September, 1901, a popular magazine carried a study of what it 
called the average American adult male. He was British by ancestry, 

( 1901 U 35 . “Impressions of America.” Current Literature, XXXI 
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but had some German blood. He was five feet eight inches tall, mar¬ 
ried, and had three living children and one who had died in infancy. 
He was a Protestant in religion and a Republican in politics, who sub¬ 
scribed to one daily and one weekly newspaper. He consumed twenty 
pounds of tobacco a' year, seven and a half gallons of hard spirits, and 
seventy-five gallons of beer. He lived in a two-story, seven-room house; 
and if he was a farmer, he had a cash return of $540 a year; if a city 
man, a yearly income of $750. His estate was estimated at about 
$5,000, of which $750 was in a bank account or in securities. The 
article concluded with a note of thanks for the well-being of the 
American people. Some years later another such self-congratulatory 
study pointed out that in average per capita income the United States 
led the world with a figure of $227 as against Great Britain’s $181 and 
France’s $161. Moreover, taxes took only 3 per cent of the average 
income in the United States as compared with 9 per cent in England 
and 12 per cent in France.^ ^ 

While such figures are useful for the purpose of gross comparisons, 
they are extremely deceptive if applied to particular classes. After 
years of hardship, the farmer was to do moderately well in the new 
century. With the return of world prosperity the prices of farm 
products increased by nearly 50 per cent between 1900 and 1910. In 
the same period the average value of farm land per acre increased 
slightly and the average value per farm unit went up from $5,471 to 
$6,444. As a degree of farm prosperity returned, the foreclosure rate 
dropped from its peak in the nineties, new machinery was purchased, 
and new land was rapidly put into cultivation.® The American worker 
also profited by the return of prosperity. Especially after the industrial 
boom triggered by the Spanish-American War, unemployment levels 
dropped and, although no trustworthy figures exist, the degree of 
job opportunity and job security in the first decade of the century 
to be rather high. Otherwise the relative fortune of the 
industrial worker was not commensurate with that of the farmer. 
According to one authority the average real earnings of all urban 
workers in that period dropped from those of the previous decade. In 
only three years, from 1900 to 1912, apparently, was the average real 

2 “The Average American/’ Current Literature, XXXI (1901), 421; Literary 

XXXVI (1908), 896. 

3 United States Department of Agriculture, Yearbook, 1911 (Washington, 
1912), p. 695. 
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wage above the 1890-99 average. During the other nine years it was 
lower. While the urban working class as a whole was much better oflf 
than it had been in the nineties, since more of the group held steadier 
positions, the individual worker seemed to command no greater 
amounts of goods and services other than those provided by public 
bodies.^ 

Measured against the gains of agriculture and labor, the rate of 
powth of and the returns from American industry and finance were 
impressive. Total physical production increased in the decade some¬ 
where between 75 to 90 per cent, and the total national wealth 
approximately doubled. The nation’s relative position in the world 
economy was also undergoing something of a revolution. The year 
1892 was a bench mark in American history: it was thi- la.st year the 
coun^ had an unfavorable trade balance. By the middle of the nine¬ 
ties Pittsburgh began to undersell British steel in the world markets 
and by 1898 the nation was exporting $600 million more of manu’ 
a^d goods thari it bought from abroad. Such an outriouring of 
native goods resulted m a steady purchase of foreign-held debt and in 

Jroad already totaled $700 million, a figure that wa., increased to 

World The TJ Td ? bt’ginning of the Fim 

, • ® Umted States was still a debtor nation in 1900, but 

owed abroL.» ’ ^ ^ ^mencans owned about m much as they 

The trend of these salient figures did not go unnoticed Already bv 

Pittsburgh steel a^ irrefutable.^ 
power L 

speculation in &e nation’s Wa.shington. Already 

just when New York would <lw«stion of 

raw materials, and provide more t!i* sources of 

^Paul HD, J mvcstments Three years 

1530), P. 39 ^-ges in the United States. mO-im (Boston 

PPjSS' ““ (Wadiington. 1949)! 

he World’s Financial Center,” World’s Work. IV (1898). 2040. 





material amemca ^ 

before the outbreaJc of the Spanish-American War the National As¬ 
sociation of Manufacturers was organized for the specific purpose of 
p^moung ex^rt traiie. In 1898 the presidmt of the Zerican 
Bankm Aswciation exhorted his listeners to do even more: "We hold 
now ^ee of the ^nning cards in the game for commercial greatness 
to mt-iron, steel and coal. We have tong been the grana^ of the 
world, we now aspire to be its workshop, then we wantTo bZs dear¬ 
ie f T impetuous Senator Albert J. 

Bevmdge of Indiana voiced his blunt demand: “The trade of the 
wld must and shall be ours.” By 1901 McKinley was giving presi- 
derinal blessings to the crusade for commercial dominance. RefeZg 

1 Z to the “urgent” demand for foreign 

markets, the President stated a truism, not at ail obvious to the iS 
commercial-mmded majority of the people, that “the period of ex¬ 
clusiveness” was past.'^ ^ 

Just as the manufacturer and the merchant had destroyed economic 
proymaahsm in the country, the imperialist, even more speedily had 
engmeered a revolution in the nation’s world political posiSon. Within 
two years, 1898-1900, the United States had acquired an empire the 
opposite ends of which stretched across almost half of the world’s 
^urnference. Explaining the acquisition of Cuba, Puerto Rico 
Hawan,^and the Philippines, President McKinley observed that the 
nation could not esrape the duties imposed upon it by the Ruler of 
Nations. Whether the dynamics of empire were divine or mundane 
in natoe may be debated. But it seems very unlikely that without the 
psychic and economic forces flowing from the new industrialism the 
tr^n of events leading to the acquisitions could have been set success- 
u y in motion Whatever the explanation for imperiahsm, the taHng 
o some 125,000 square miles of territory populated with a wide 
diversity of peoples with varied cultures, languages, and rehgions was 
to m Je a profound difference to Americans and to their relations 
with the rest of the world. For one thing the old, cherished concept of 
a repubhc equal in all of its parts was gone. There were to be grada¬ 
tions now in the status of territories and even in the legal status of 
men. The debates over imperial expansion had made clear that the 



6 


THE ERA OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT 


United States of 1900 had no intentions of making all of llie 

free and equal participating states in the union. It was aho eliMi* that 

the citizens of the Philippines were not likely to he mailr 

of the United States. In the Insular Cases the Supreme Court vrritiocl 

the doctrine that the common Constitution was no longer mmmmt hut 

that parts of it could be applied to the new territorit^^ while pans 

might be withheld. 

Of even more importance perhaps was what the acts of i«i{Mu*i*i!isiii 
did to the nation’s relations to the rest of the wtirkL By the actjiiisiiiini 
of the Philippines the United Statens had interjected itself iiiio the 
cockpit of the Orient, where Japan, Russia, Germany, CJreai Britain, 

and France were all contending for territorial and sii** 


premacy. me urientai struggle, momover, was tied to tiw flitmimm 
balance of power by a system of world-girdling allianres. In the Wnt 
the trade war between Germany and Great Britain had already excited 
comment; the German naval law of 1898 with its uimi rtia!li*ftgr lo 
Britain was already casting its long and ominous shiidtiw tiefnrr it, 
Reacting to the rising tensions in the world, the United Statin trad liy 
the end of 1900 taken part in an international expedilitui to ijiirl! die 
Boxers in China. And by virtue of John Hay’s Open Hour liofrs ihr 
nation had committed itself to the ptx)tection of Cliimdi terriloiid 
integrity against all comers. As years go, the period immi llldfl to !!HMi 
was a short time; but in the nation’s world drctmistanre it repienriifed 
the difference between relatively carefree tidoktmwe and the tiegito 
nings of the burdens of maturity. 

Even more impressive than industry’s rate of grmvth won* tiw 
momentous changes in the nature of its structurr anti routrol, ‘I ho 
movement toward industrial combination had started yrars hofoo* 
and had indeed excited public opinion as early as the eiithties. 

e word trust had long since become a part of the laiiguaKe, 'IVt h- 
^ ^ business oiigamyation not unrimil.ir to a 

larJ popularly the tenn was applied t.» aov 

d wbch dwarfed its competitors. In popular thinking, at least, if* 

profite'mcTtom^^t ^ *-^*^*'’ Pt**'*’’* “ud 

profits, and to run its competitors out of businm. 

the fim'deLTe^f^th War and continuing through 

combmauons was nothing short of sensational By the end of IWJ! ,he 
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national railroad network had virtually been eon8oUdat«*d into the 
hands of five or six fcroups of operators. I'he public at large It^arned 
about the development in Februaiy, tiHl2, wh«‘n on*‘ of the more* sober 
magaeines carried a tlouble-page map in et>l«»r outlining the newly 
built railntad empires of Vamlerbilt, (kmtd, RtH kefeller, blorgan, Hill, 
and Hanitnan." 1‘aralleling this dev«*l«»p!nent in the i-arriers was the 
consolidation nunemi'nt in indtistiy. I'he three years following the war 
witnessed th.‘ fonnathm of the Amalgamated Copper Ck.mpany, the 
American Smehitti; ami Refining Cofttpany, the Consolidated Tohaceo 
Company, ami the Ihtiled bt,ites Steel tku'jMH'ation. 'I'hese were just 
the more sfreetaettlar among titany less htsty etimbines. The eensns of 
l‘HK) refxtrterl the esistetwe id seventy-three imlustdal eomhinations 
with a rapital of more than $ld million each, matiy «if which con- 
tndletl f>«» f»*r eesti t.r won* of the protluctiott in their respective liidds. 
Of these Ofilv trventv ha«l h»-en <u» 5 anii»‘il beft»re Iflfltt, N(»r tUil the 
movement toward cmnbinatkm stop with IfKIt. T»'n years later the 
Census Uureati again l♦*p♦<rfed that, if anythiiiK, the rate of Imlustrial 
conwliilatimi had been steppetl up. % l*>tt!l. 1 |«.r cent of the total of 
indtntrial hriiw in the country was prodttcim? 4 -\ jH*r cent of the 
nathm's inantifactore«l g«iods * In manv areas the American indttstrial 
world was lapidiy Itetomtnn highly dilleientiated. with a few ex* 
treinely large an«l |»4twe(fn! national rotnerm IfKiitiittg ttver a great 
many smalt ,u,d telativek iiniitoem Im a! orntpetitors. 

‘litis miaetnent tmvaol imheitii.d ayeramh/ement did tit»t sutp at 
the sea hut went wi tu the bumalion i»f even interiialitmal t*r«ani/u. 
tions. Hv l*«>t set rial Ameikan threat! nimpanies had jtdnetl witft the 
British J, ami f*. Coats ami tlompanv to effei t a near wtirld monojMtly. 
The ftdlttwim; year Mt»iyaf» ami tltunpatty's Ittiernatiiuial Steamship 
combir«% inctirjK*ratinj| Ix.tli litiitih amt Amerit an ctmpanies, was 
refernnl to in the pte« as an "intetruftmta! trtist," ‘I'wo yeaes lamr 
the llnitetl Xtatrs JitrrI C»t«|mralit*» enteret! into a shttildived agree- 
ment with BtttWt, Aimuti an, ami Belgian littns to tfivkfe up the work! 
market ftir steel tails. This wai the togkal roittiu-.ion of McKinIryiwn, 
Henry Atlanis later idmovetl, a syurjit of »s*mhif(ati«»tw, ronst.Iidaiions, 
trusts, ‘'tealim! at homo aitd t••aliMf<|e ahtoatC* *'* 

^*.,,1'*'”'*^' *'herp«u««t Hailmad tjoirnttuiatteu;* IPurWi B'eM, Hi 

C1911^ I * I # is* 

'‘Thitittuth «♦/ ih* », MmnltHtufxt, u. I8(i, 

f'lt'WWs V imr'i, Ifeuw AUaiio. I'htf #;d«ranan „f Ihnt^ 
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Almost concurrently with tte consolidation tnowmcnt carur a 
revolutionary change in both the nature and locus of control in large 
industry. In the fashioning of the new railrwd and industrial combina 
the names J. P. Morgan and Company, Kuhn, am! (lojnpany, 
Kidder, Peabody and Company, and Lee, Higginstm ami 
appeared with a frequency alarming to many. As the decade 
progressed, it became known that these great eastern inve.stment h,u»k- 
ing houses were closely associated with the latgat New \’ork cotin- 
mercial banks, the leading insurance companies, and «Ha,!,sii»n.i,lly 
with an industrial giant like the Standard Oil Cnin{)any, whme r«‘. 
sources were equal or superior to th<Me of many New York hn.mej.t! 
houses. Altogether they formed a pool of cajuta! that viitualh nm- 
trolled the credit resources of the nation. As the eluef itupiiers, 
organizers, and financiers of the new industrial <**imbinalittiH. they 
almost inevitably took control of their creations. Wlu*n the I'nitnl 
States Rubber Company was formed from over a seme of tmlejH'tuSent 
firms, three New York bank presidents and the presitleni <*l the NVw 
York Stock Exchange sat on its first board of djreet«>rs. Followim; the 
publication of John Moody’s The Truth Ah,mt thr Trmt^ in 
and with the exposure of the New York instiranee etniipaiiv se.itid.tb 
of 1905 , the nation did not have to await the famims Pujo Clonimittee 
report of 1913 to comprehend that then* wtts a “money trust” wimse 
lines of control ran out from New York and fkwtnn to 
every major financial and industrial center in the country.** 

^ The evolution of finance capitalism. a.s this hankitn: ronrtol of 
indust^ was called, had a profound effect ufKui liiisiness life amt um*n 
t e attitude of millions of Americans toward liig busineHs. Ifv •.uiinirv,, 
mg compention it assured a stabilizing effect ujion the mition.d 
economy, the economies inherent in its large opnathms ^ave .i 
promise of real social savings. Through the sale of tfie new industti.d 
secunties it spread ownership over the country. Rut at ifie sa«i»e titi.e 
It concentrated a fearful power in the hands of a few. m,,de tf.e ,ou«ft 

existing now P«wer and inyefioliHtieal y.tp 

mri!r T ‘-.‘Phtin .,m! the 

merchant was mimeasurahly gie.uej th,m it 

the nublokn! by 

Laissez-Faire (New 1951 ) „i 
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had been even in the eighties^ to say nothing of the more equalitarian 
pre-Civil War days. But far more important, the rise of finance capital¬ 
ism had an immediate political effect. The men at the head of the 
new industrial apex were not primarily industrialists intimately con¬ 
nected with local communities or national sections. Instead they were 
eastern financiers as dissociated from particular regions as they were 
from industrial processes. Since their main interest was in marketing 
capital instead of goods, they became the target of an old American 
prejudice against the man who acquired wealth without producing 
tangible goods or services. The Kansas editor who growled that the 
way to cure the nation’s problems was to seize these eastern gamblers, 
speculators, and manipulators and put them back to “honest work” 
was repeating an old refrain which still made sense in much of the 
country west of the Appalachians. Here the memory of card sharks, 
red-dog banks, land speculators, and the smooth-talking patent- 
medicine men had not entirely disappeared from the memory of the 
small manufacturer or the merchant. As he remembered them, most of 
such “transient trash” came from the East.^^ 

The speed and size of the industrial combination movement so 
startled many people that even a conservative-dominated Congress felt 
called upon to investigate it A joint commission of the Senate and 
the House was therefore created in June, 1898, to investigate the new 
contours of industrial life. Not many people read even a portion of 
the nineteen volumes produced by the commission. But a great many 
did follow the digests in the newspapers and magazines of its 1899 
inquiry into the “trusts.” From such reading the public learned that 
one of the primary reasons for the organization of the new combines 
was to avoid “intense,” or “harmful,” or “wasteful” competition; that 
the capital structure of the new organizations often amounted to two 
or three times the total sum needed to reproduce their constituent 
plants; that their organizers earned fantastic fees for their work and 
that their new executives were often paid fantastic salaries. Comment¬ 
ing a few years later upon the organization of the United States Steel 
Corporation, a conservative magazine, originally started “to record the 
advances and triumphs of American business,” acidly observed that 
the total common stock of the new corporation was pure but needed 
watar, which was sold to “dupes” throughout the country in order to 

Girard (Kansas), The Appeal to Reason, March 3, 1906. 
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provide a “rake-ofF’ for the promoters, the size of whose fees had 
never been equaled “from the beginning of the world. . . 

Scattered through the report was rather conclusive evidence that the 
arger combines had placed the small producers of their raw materials 
into a state of semibondage; that their control often extended from 
^ e wholesaler to the retailers of their products; that by various prac¬ 
tices they were able either to swallow or ruin effective competitors and 
to consol consider prices within certain limits. It came as no surprise 
toen that the dividends of some of the more efficient and monopolistic 
firms were phenomenally high, those of the Standard Oil Company, for 
^cample, averaging a fat 40 per cent yearly throughout the decade, 
^or did the census figures of 1910 contain startling news with their 
indicanon that m fifteen of the eighty kinds of manufacturers listed 
there had been an actual reduction in the number of individually 
owned and operated plants during the previous ten years. From the 
start of the ten-year period the implications for the old individualistic 
society of this new industrial collectivism had been all too plain.^^ 
Collectivi^tion seemed to be in the very air of 1900 America. Paral- 
leHng the rise of organized capital was the development of a strong 
nationally organized labor movement. Organized labor had been strtick 
heai^ blows in the late eighties and the early nineties. The collapse 
of the Knights of Labor, the defeat at Homestead, and the virtual 
destruction of Eugene V. Debs’ National Railroad Union at CHcago 
had left the future of the movement in the hands of the crafts organ- 
md by the American Federation of Labor and the developing railroad 
brotherhoods. At the time of McKinley’s first inauguration the A.F 
of L. members numbered only some 250,000. But by 1900 that figure 
Imd doubled, and in 1904 the paid membership was up to an impres¬ 
sive 1,676,000. ^ 

Comcious of its increasing strength, labor became almost as militant 
as It had been during the early nineties. In 1900 it unsuccessfully tried 
to organize the steel industry and called a general strike in San 
Franasco. The following year the hatmakers of Danbury, Connecticut, 
instituted a national boycott in their attempt to win a closed shop from 
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D. E. Lowe and Company. In 1902, as in 1900, the miners of Pennsyl- 
vama practically stopped the production of anthracite coal and pre- 
cipuated a national crisis. Two years later a sizable portion of the state 
rf Cotodo „„ pW „„der „arfal law when the »i„e„ 

* T these and scores of lesser-known labor conflicts 

™tace fla„4 tetuldag i„ death and „ ,he 

^des During the th^-month period following January, 1902, accord- 

g to one recapitulation, 180 union men were killed, 1 651 iniured 
and over 5,000 arrested. ’ injured, 

Smce the formation of the American Federation of Labor, Samuel 
Compel, Its perenmal president, had steered the organization away 

im Srr P^puli^ts in 1892 and Bryan in 

1896 had wooed labor assiduously, but Gompers had remained dis- 

en^anted. Now despite the A.F. of L.’s official policy of hands off 

1898, James C^Chase, a Socialist, was named mayor of Haverhill 
Massachusetts. The following year on the other side of Boston another 
ciahst, Charles H. Coulter, was elected mayor by the city of Brock¬ 
ton Simultaneously two Socialists were elected to the Massachusetts 
state legislature. While organized labor took no official part in the 
c^paigns Its n^e and its influence were willy-nilly thrown behind 
Sociahst candidates by local organizations. Directly as a result of 
the great strike of 1901 a hastily organized Union Labor Party took 

Hre^dent of the Connecticut Federation of Labor was elected mayor 

^ ^ “Stoker” mayor and Ansonia a 

ca^enter mayor. Labor appeared to be on the march in the new 
n ury m oth the political and economic arenas. And public opinion 

ii?Sdtr' "f“ condenming i.s acdvidai 

as It had m the early nineties, seemed to support it.^« 

whtt’^t toi industrial countermobilization 

isticaUv for the'^r character- 

- y the day, among small manufacturers and merchants in the 

a»». The fire, eity-wid. employer,’ »»ciado„ 

feat mstnctive trade-uoion piinciple, appeared in Dajlon. Ohio. 

C 19M “■>«"»." Th, OMct. VXSMlil 
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m 1900. The following years similar associations were organized in 
Chicago, Louisville, and Indianapolis. By 1903 this Middle Western 
movement was able to persuade the National Association of Manu¬ 
facturers, originally organized to stimulate foreign trade, to organize 
the Citizens Industrial Association. In its pubhshed program of no 
closed shops, no restrictions of output, no limitation on the number 
of apprentices, and no sympathetic strikes, the national organization 
accepted the original Dayton program scarcely without embellishment. 
But within a month after the national action, eight hundred business¬ 
men of Omaha, Nebraska, organized a local chapter whose stated 
purpose was to fight all forms of unionism whether restrictive or not. 
Soon many of the sixty-six state and local affiliates of the organization 
had foUowed the Omaha example by organizing a city-wide boycott of 
union ‘ toublemakers” and by concluding understandings with local 
authonties wHch made the police virtual business auxiliaries during 
mportant strikes. During the year 1902 the antiunion movement was 
furtiiCT accelerated by the formation of the American Anti-Boycott 
Relation and by the determination of the National Association of 
Mariitiacturers to engage formaUy in national antiunion pohtics. 
President D. M. Parry reported to the 1903 convention that the as- 
soemtion during the previous year had been influential in defeating 
both the federal eight-hour work biU and a bill limiting the issuance 
of labor mjunctions by federal courts. Even more success. President 
Parry stated, had attended the association’s “educational activities” 
among the several state legislatures. The following year the association 
pubhely campaigned against the prolabor Senator L. C. McComas of 
Maryland and Congressman Wfiliam Hughes of New Jersey. Neither 
man was elected.^^ 


The rapid growth of organized labor and industry and their re¬ 
peated violent clashes helped turn the attention of rural America again 
o the rapidly i^g city. Actually 60 per cent of the American popula- 
Uon m 1900 s^ hved on farms or in towns of less than 2,500 people. 

^ Au ‘^scade the figure had been reduced to 55 per 

cent and by 1920 the countryside and the small town had ceased to be 
me home of the average American. This development was dearly 

Employers,” Harper’s Weekly XLVIII 

S i uSory TZJ^Tti PhJp 

p History of Labor m the Vmted States. 1896^1932 (New York, 1935), 
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an&ij^ted in and there wsa much pnbEc discussion on the sub¬ 
ject of whether the national character would not be drastically altered 
by this radical change in the nation's way of Mfe.^* Despite the steady 
popukdan drift from tk: country to the city, a movement as oW as 
the nation, tin* farmer n*tatned a historic suspicion of the city and city 
ways, atwi the approaching point of urban dominance served to empha- 
siise and n’-cscite a continuing prejudice. 

I'he country distrust of the city wa.s exacerbated further during the 
pr'rkxi by thc‘ nature <jf die growing urban population. Well over 40 
per cent of the increase in urlian {Kipulation during die first decade of 
the twtuuieih century came from immigrant sources, whereas agrarian 
surks probably accounb'd for something l«s than 30 per cent. During 
the fourteen years following over thirteen million immigrants 
entered the country. Furtheimore, in its phices of origins, purpmies 
in coming, relitiious, cultural, and economic characteristics, tw well as 
in its patterns iif settlemeiu widiin the United States, this “new 
immigration" was radically tlilh-rent from the older ptipulation. Con- 
tinning tilt* ireml, already obvious in die ninetiits, an increasing |>er- 
ccntag.^ of these new folk came not from the old familiar placta of 
origin in western and northern Eurojie, but frtim Italy, Austria- 
Hungary, l*.»i.md. .mtl Ru«ia. In HMIV, the year of the greatest influx, 
aktuf ttd |«*r cent of the total came from thesi* four countries. Unlike 
the native jMipulititm or the old immigration, the majority of thm 
new jM*t*ple<* were either Rtmt.m Cathttlic tir Jewish in religion, more 
than a iltinl tif them were iUiteratf‘s, and their worldly jxissessitms were 
imlest libably meager. Over two-thirdi of dwt new immigrants were 
males and a smprising numlrr tif them were, in the wools of the day, 
“biok of paWfige," h.tving no intentions of staying once they hml made 
a sum sulfit iem to stake them to a tK*tter life in their ok! countries. 

Chatmtetistically, this new amt strange immigration settletl in the 
cities, the census of !*kM) intlMTattug that over fkt jier cent of the «*m- 
ployed among them was engaged in indumriat anti ctnntnercial jol». 
Thiw, fust at the time that it was kTondiig the dtwiiinant force l« 
American life, the city was firing rapklly dilfereniiatefl from the rest 

»’».Ser, ftir ••s.»Hi|i(e, J., .S, Row**, ''piiiiiiial tkmsegtieiicrs ef City Omwth,*’ 
raft Hm-mi'. t )4 HUsiii}, ;»(» 4n4 t;, iv tSaoiie, "tlan tkliu'.ukm Rniiire 

Wkit t!jiy lafp H4# Mttgaokr, XXI (Wtl), WS-'fiH. 

•»Kairlr. tgark**. tu rirluH ttruwtli," l*uhfuitiitm% uf §ha 

AmtHrm ,%’MMHaf 4*.wialw«. XIV (Ptlfri, tiW4»A}| Jcreinrih W. Jeiik* 
anti W, Jm hauck, Tht IHMtm (New York, pp. :W''40. 
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of the nation by the growing ethnic, religious, and cultural differences. 
Later the process of acculturalization would make most of these new 
folk indistinguishable from the American mass. But now their strange 
ways and customs set them radically apart. Perhaps at no other time 
was the line of demarcation between urban and rural America so shaip 
as it was in the first two decades of the twentieth century. Beyond this 
distinction the city itself was being radically stratified on economic as 
well as ethnic lines. If the American city was to become the melting 
pot of the twentieth century, it was also first a veritable pressure cooker 
in which racial, economic, and psychic tensions bubbled and boiled to 
the consternation of the older American population. 

Class and social differences, of course, had always existed in the 
United States since the day of its founding. At times distinction be¬ 
tween various segments of its population had been extremely great. 
The social distance between the colonial aristocracy and the com¬ 
monality and that between the southern manor house and the cottage 
of the poor white or the slave hut come to mind. But after Andrew 
Jackson’s day in the North and after the Civil War in the South, the 
drift for a time seemed to be toward an undifferentiated society. With 
the rise of the great financiers and industrialists, however, a counter¬ 
wave had set in, and by 1900 it had reached a spectacular crest. 

Huge profits flowing from corporate industry and from finaTi<-P 
capitalism, together with a lack of graduated income or inheritance 
taxes, had created at the very top of economic society a small group of 
fabulously wealthy people. Their private railroad cars, yachts, stables, 
and monumental mansions were as conspicuous by contrast with the 
possessions of the average middle-class American as perhaps the feudal 
castles were in medieval Europe. On the bottom of society millions of 
native Negroes and millions more of foreign immigrants lived in almost 
indescribable squalor and poverty. In terms of sheer social power per¬ 
haps no other comparable group had so much influence as the nine or 
ten leading industrialists and financiers about the year 1900. And per¬ 
haps no other one man had as much solitary power as John Pierpont 
Morgan. By its control over finance and industry the firm of Morgan 
and Company, the Pujo Committee reported later,’’® could by its own 
actions virtually plunge the nation into a major financial panic and 
an industrial depression. Within a span of fifteen years Presidents of 

20 See the classic discussion of the Pujo Report in Louis D. Brandeis, Other 
People’s Money (Washington, 1933), pp. 1-35. 
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the United States relied upon Morgan three times to save the nation 
from a major disaster. During the Panic of 1893 Cleveland negotiated 
a deal with the Lord of Wall Street in order to save the gold reserve 
In the anthracite coal strike of 1902 Roosevelt was to deal in realitjr 
not with the coal operators but with John Pierpont Morgan. And in 
1907, when the country was again wavering on the brink of a finanri s l 
collapse, Morgan’s agents came to the White House with a proposal 
whereby their firm might save the nation’s financial structure. The 
tender was accepted. 

The United States in 1900 was a highly stratified society, economi¬ 
cally and socially. Serious fault lines ran between the large and smalt 
mam^acturer, between capital and labor, between the masses of the 
new immigrants and the older population, between the city and the 
fann. Besides the southern Negro, two or three legal classes of citizens, 
existed, one inside the country and the others with lesser rights in the 
newly acquired empire. Unless the trend were reversed it looked as if 
the nation were drifting toward a condition of fixed and highly differ¬ 
entiated classes, some highly privileged, some not having even the basic 
political rights guaranteed to all by the Constitution. The interclass 
strife, which so violently punctuated the early nineties, had disap¬ 
peared tempor^ly during the Spanish-American War. But after 1900 
the remobilization of labor and capital, the rising tensions between city 
and farm, and the strife between the native and the new immigrant 
threatened to imperil the nation’s unity again. During the nineties, 
when Brooks Adams sought a historical period from which to draw his 
b^d on the American future he chose as his example in The Law of 
Civilization and Decay the latter days of the Roman Empire. Granted, 
the comparison was^ at best vague and inexact. Still Adams, whose life 
span ran well back into the equalitarian-minded pre-Civil War period, 
was not writing entirely out of context with the facts of his owi^ 
society. 
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ir£7Trrl^ n ‘^^“tury marked a 

nes of important changes m the way it thought. Among these of 

attitudes Lid 

H^el, Darwin ManT an^S. economists, 

ng laws m the umverse to which all life was subiect anH 

thinHng of such men wac '-entral to the mechanistic 

a svstem of 1 I r * ^®»^mption that life was the captive of 

Fo. Man., Z ^ “T*”, T“* *“P' 

omnipotent movement in the te ^ prisoner of the 

nilly forced to march with th production and was wiUy- 

classless state. For Spencer t^^^Ph of the 

bdas; b„. i, bi, JS id „ral™'.^riT f ‘ 
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m tilt' nov t Is <*v<*n tlu* iiKlivtcluiil w^s in ©nviroD* 

mental trai> which was almost as piedictahlc as John Calvin’s doctrine 
of predestination. 

During the latter half of the nineteerjth tH'ntury, American thinking 
was pereeptihlv itdhteneed by various strains of this kind of Eumpean 
thought. Eager to raticuiali«* their um;'<ainpletl wealth and power, 
tlw grtsU industri.dists s«*i/;t*d tjjjon Spencer’s fonmdations after they 
had iHHHi hnutght to the Cnittnl States by John Eiske, the historian. 
Sptmeer's “pme" e«impetitive stwiety. they aiKm-d, wouki produce, by 
the workiti.gs of tlie natural law of the survival of the fittest the most 
pregresshe ami ab.mdant econotuy kttown to tlie wt.rkl Ilejiry Adams, 
drawitig his principle of historical phw from the works of his brother 
Brooks amt from Kelvin’s m*oml law of therimKlynamk-s, wjut far 
mt>re pessiinisitr in Ids ide.ts of social cycles of a<*eeleration, conc«*ntra- 
tion, ami ulttin.iti^ ihflusmn. Mi^itlier the American followers of 
Spencer nor the A.iatiis brothers Iwiteved that man could do much 
alHHit the gen*.,.,! ihift of thim;s. An .mt might a.s well try to move a 
mount.un, V\illi»iiu tiri.ih.un Sismm*r tibsi*rveti, a.s fot' man to attempt 
to imnliiv the um hangintt laws of political economy, But right in the 
midst of flits emph.ea/e.l ♦leterminism with its tiinifing view tif man’s 
uhim.ile pHver, ’.ome Americans t aujtht the vision of another kitid of 
a sm'iety ami eu-n .i uniseise in which .ilmost eveiything could Iw 
challeuKed .tml eh.myed In m.m's yonvimi iiitrlligeme. 'I'here might 
Iw a ii.ilural law f.u .mimals and a law for things whkli neither was 
able to fraienpeti; hot for man himself, l♦o^h his ssteiety and the natural 
world were malleable and susi eptiWe to ebamte to suit bis invii con¬ 
venience ami inteiesf, Implied in that vision was .dmost an act of 
cr»*aiion, .tml thus a radical ch.mge in how man viewed himself in 
relatimi to the cosmos, 

'rhe le.m.iM for this fevokifton In tbonght me tompleis and still 
greatly obsemed, 1'be li-iing .ipumiaiion of the principles of im- 
certainty and pi*.b4bifitv in the natuiai wmld toward which the 
Ametiean tnathrmatn tan, fihaikw S, l*eiice, cotiftibnied, the erosion 
of rirthorkw deteituintstic leiigioict rkitaitm-n, the free wall primtpieiiof 
radkal Biotesramlsm, all were faitoi-., fVth.ips as im|iortanf were the 
appliratiinr. of sciem e to tei lm»4oi{v ami imknfrv. Rav Siamiarr! Baker 
reralleij that he ami his comrm|»»r.tiies felt that ihev were living 
through the ‘tJfeat Ametiean Reit.wrt»e*' dmim; the yean when the 
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phonograph, the incandescent light, wireless telegraphy, the auto¬ 
mobile, moving pictures, the submarine, and the airplane were de¬ 
veloped. Such heady titles as “The Conquest of the Air” and “Space 
and Distance Annihilated” measured the rising crescendo of the new- 
found sense of power.^ 

The awesoine assumption that man could control himself, his 
society, and his natural environment was, of course, not accepted 
everywhere, and the older varieties of determinism persisted and were 
even ^centuated in the twentieth century by the initial impact of 
Freudian thought. Nor was the formulation exactly new to the twen¬ 
tieth centary. He^ George had referred to man’s “Godlike power” to 
ino^y his condition. The utopian novelists of the nineties had honored 
the fact, if not the theory. It was not, however, until the twentieth cen- 
tury that the view was precisely defined and accepted among some of 
the less conservative members of the nation’s intelKgentsia. In a series 
of lectures ^ven m 1905, Simon Patten of the Wharton School made 
t e ^qualified prediction: “The recognition of man’s power over 
heredity is equalled by the perception of his power over nature as 
sho^ by his achievements in industry. . . . The final victory of man’s 
mac^ery over nature’s is the next logical step in evolution. 

academic halls. 

In 1914 Walter Lippmann produced Drift and Mastery. Lippmann’s 
thesis was obvious from his significant tide: scientific man had arrived 
at such a state of knowledge that he could now introduce his own 
plans where all before had been drift. Tme civiUxation, accordin-^ to 
Lippmarm, was the process of introducing plan where there had been 
clash, and purpose where there had been before only a “jungle of dis- 

possible because of the rise of science, 

e only disciplme which gives any assurance that from the same set 
of facts men will come approximately to the same conclusion.” Only 
m su^ a scientific world, where caste, church, and myth had been 
overthrown, and where “change became a matter of invention and 
dehberate experiment,” could man master himself through the new 

wJ^ self-government be made possible. Science itself 

was the ultimate m self-government, and the scientific spirit “the 

iRay Staimaxd Baker, American Chronicle (New York 194*5^ u 

B. I^nes, “The New Age.” WorWs Work. XI S), 7 I 46 . 

205. Civilization (New York, 1907), pp. 25, 
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Deliberate nm-ial ex(«'rimetit and plannir^, of course, had not 
awaittxi a ratten or a Iiippmann to call them into being. Frederick 
W. 'Faylor's aehieveuu'nt.i in scientific industrial management, Geoige 
Harvey’s manipulation of public opinion as a “public relations” agent 
for industrial ctirporations, city planning, resources conservation, and 
the hirth-eontrol uunement wen; ali previous practical emanations of 
the same spirit. By 1900 the phrase ‘‘«>cial science,” used to describe 
a group <»f new aeademie tliscipline-s, had caught the public fancy, and 
the adjective “seientifie” went far in ensuring any appeal to the public 
of at least an interested hearing. In 1899 the non-university-educated 


pfulosophu* thought. As diwelopetl by James and John Dewey, prag- 
tu.aistu attacked thf ftmdatnental concepts of the ninettxmth-century 
nuH'hauistie worhl in which tnan was a more or less contrttlled instru¬ 
ment of a (.‘alvittistie seijeme (»f predt'stination, a Hegelian or a Marx¬ 
ian tlialeetic. a Darwinian urocess of selection, or of Ntswtonian nhvtie* 
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‘The Will to Believe,” “and your belief will help create the fact.” But 
the value of a belief was not to be measured by the venerated affirma¬ 
tion of antiquity or even by its utility in the past. The real worth of an 
idea was in its consequences. Thus man and society found what was 
good by constant experiment, but the good thus found, since the w<irld 
was always in flux, was most often only relative to a particular time 
place and condition. The price of success for man and .society in .sucii 
a shifting world was constant thought, constant experinumt, 'con.stant 
creative doing ” This was a pluralistic, relativistic, and temporal doc¬ 
trine It was also ideahstic and activistic. It presupjio.sed a univetse 

w^rfol^r-t “telligence. Its .social implications 

were plain it was the negation of conservatism and a powerful instni 

Between 1886 and 1890 at least five academic journals were founder! 
devoted to the new social studies. The Political Science Quarterly tin 
Quarterly Jourr^al of Ecoriomics, the Anr^als of the American Ac^ 
err^y of PohUcal ar^d Social Scier^ces, the Jourrtal of Political Famomv 

pHy^cal !, "”1 

petition and d.e »™va, of dae '”.“1 Cl'' ■ .. 

they were for nature. Man mi^ht nf .an ^ 

could not change them Th/ ’ A *''‘t he 

Darwinism was William Grahamlurner ofYaifn 
truth,” Sumner wrote “is that the ^ University. ‘‘'Ph,. 

nature precisely anaWous to tht ^o^al order is fixed by Iaw.s of 
attempts to reform, therefore are atter^ t^ ^ Physical order.” Man’.s 
^ puny and insignificant as the attemot^ f 

river.” Conceited and ignorant man / ° “deflect a mightv 

' Henry S. Coinnia.er ZT 

ger, The Ameruart Mind (New Haven. 19.52). pp. 9 , . 98 . 
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tarily break nature’s mandates, but in the long run only to the direful 
hurt of himself and his society.® 

The first sustained theoretical attack against Sumner and his mentor 
Spencer came from a group of sociologists, including Lester Ward, 
Albion Small, Charles H. Cooley, and Edward A. Ross. Ward, the 
father of American sociology, was a paleobotanist for the government 
until 1906, at which time he accepted a professorship at Brown Uni- 
verity. But as early as 1883 his Dynamic Sociology had challenged the 
philosophic heart of Sumner’s doctrines. In this and subsequent books 
Ward argued that Sumner’s long jump from nature to human society 
was utterly unsustained by both logic and fact. Social evolution was 
the r^ult not of natural law but of “man’s intellectual capacity” to 
conceive and produce change of infinite variety, and thus “to shape 
environmental forces to his own advantage.” Man was not only the 
inheritor of change. Ward argued; he was also the creator of it, fully 
capable of “rational planning” and of “social engineering.” ^ 

Albion W. Small was the editor of the American Journal of Soci¬ 
ology for thirty years after its founding in 1895. His opening remarks 
in Ae first number of the journal argued his case for the gathering of 
scientific knowledge of society” so that there could “be more effective 
research and action for the promotion of the general welfare.” The 
entire spint of sociology, he wrote later, is “a deep loyal impulse of 
swial service. Its whole animus is constructive, remedial and ameliora- 
tive.’’ ® Certamly this was the spirit of most of the articles appearing in 
the journal under Small’s editorship. At least seven articles on the 
subject of municipal reform appeared in the journal before 1902, the 
year Lincoln Steffens began to “muckrake” city government. Among 
these were some on political corruption, municipal socialism, and the 
evils of long-term utility franchises. In the same tenor numerous 
articles appeared on industrial conditions, rural life, the place of the 
church in modem society.® 


® Wilham Grah^ Sumner, Selected Essays, ed. Albert G. Keller and Maurice 

PP- 245-246; Maurice R. Davie (ed.), Sumner 
Today (New Haven, 1940), p. 81. 

^Lester Warf, Outlines of Sociology (Boston, 1898), p. 193; and Psychic 
/factors of Ctvtlizatton (Boston, 1897), pp. 133-137, 260-280. 

8 Albion W. Small, American Journal of Sociology, I (1895), 1-15* and 
General Sociology (Chicago, 1905), p. 38. ' 

® See, for example, Franklin MacVeagh, “Program of Municipal Reform ’’ 
of Sociology, I (1895), pp. 551-563; and Charles R. Wood- 
ruff, Philadelphia Street Railway Franchise,” ibid,, VII (1902), 216-233. 
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During the 1880’s an American university president observed that 
a belief in laissez faire v^as not a test for orthodoxy. “It was used to 
•decide whether a man was an economist at all.” Sumner, Arthur T. 
Hadley, John Bates Clark, and J. Laurence Laughlin were the re- 
■spected reigning conservatives. But as in sociology the revolution in 
economics was already under way. The credo, issued at the founding 
tjf the American Economic Association in 1885 by a “group of young 
rebels feh from Germany,” was a remarkable document. “We regard 
the stete,” It read in part, “as an educational and ethical agency whose 
positive aid is an indispensable condition to human progress.” To 
Richard T. Ely, Simon Patten, and Henry C. Adams, man was no 
longer the passive recipient of change; he was the maker of it. More- 
over, if these young economists were to have their way change i e 
progress, would be cut to the fashion of their ethical and moral views.’ 
Ely referred to himself and his colleagues as “the ethical school of 
economsts”; they would direct, he promised, the growth of mankind 
toward Ae most perfect development of aU human facultie^s in each 
m yidual can be obtained in harmony with the (rthical id(>al of 

Chnsnamty. From that time on the published studies of the n<-w 
organization were full of ethical measurement of what had hitherto 

■TS”' Labor rfiould bo 
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ment in process was his sardonic and at times unfair analysis of the 
reigning social institutions. Once Veblen had formulated such concepts 
as “conspicuous consumption” and “pecuniary emulation,” the old 
economic forms could never excite the solemn reverence they once 
did. Veblen’s popular audience was neither wide nor significant. The 
man was too difficult to read and his ironic spirit too foreign to the 
day for that. But colleagues, students, and intellectuals were touched by 
his probing and original mind and reacted in ways unfavorable to the 
status quo. 

In 1881 Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., published his Common Lmjo. 
The book and Holmes’s subsequent legal thought were to do in a way 
for jurisprudence what Ward was to do for the study of society and 
what the young economists were to do for economics. Both by taste 
and conviction Holmes was a conservative. But in his writings and in 
his decisions from the bench he contended against the long-held 
proposition that law was based upon nearly immutable principles and 
that it changed, if at all, by a process of rigorous logical extrapolations 
from such principles. Instead, Holmes held that the basis of law was 
human experience and man’s total material and intellectual environ¬ 
ment. Law then became one of “the felt necessities” of the times, 
evolving from the prevalent moral and political theories, from eco¬ 
nomic rationalizations, and even from the unconscious prejudices 
which judges shared with their fellow men.” But society, he recog¬ 
nized, was made up of conflicting groups of men, each contending for 
the supremacy of their own desires and prejudices. What then was 
truth? Simply what men could not help believing: “I therefore define 
truth,” Holmes commented, “as the system of my limitations, and leave 
absolute truth for those who are better equipped.” It followed that 
law was obviously the finely reasoned expressions of the truths or the 
limitations of the group or groups in power. In a democracy that 
seemed to mean the majority. And thus as power shifted in a state, as 
for example from a small farming class to the urban man, so did truth 
and eventually legal propositions. Holmes’s emphasis upon man’s 
inability to see beyond the prejudices of his own class hinted at a 
larger determinism that was almost absent from the thinking of the 
rebel economists or sociologists, and certainly from that of Patten or 
Lippmann. But the rest of his doctrine was consistent with the attack 
upon the mechanistic world of the nineteenth century. For if law came 







ultimately out of the total human condition, it wits tnan-ccntcrnil, tom- 
poral in character, pluralistic, and relative.*" 

Among the first institutions to feel the full impact ivf the ttevv scien¬ 
tific spirit was religion. Darwin had been intnxlticctl into the country 
in the 1860’s, and no matter what the rationalizations attenipUHl, ami 
there were many, orthodox religion wa.s never tlu* same thiueaf ter. In 
1883 existing religious beliefs had been struck two simultaneous blows. 
The year marked the publication of Profe.ssor tiharics A. Bii'.;e,s' Hifi- 
lied Study; Its Principles, Methods, and History, ‘rhis was the first 
comprehensive introduction of the results of (»cnt»at» higher criticisui, 
questioning many Biblical facts, cspt^cially tluwe of the Old ‘IVstaiuctit. 
During the same year a suggested official creed for the (lonqreqaeiitna! 
Church contained neither a statement of original sin lux a hirinal «i«*c- 
trine of the Trinity. From that time on cons<'n.'ativ 4 ‘ thcol>*t»v w.ts 
under almost constant attack. The result was a tlcprtriatitm of the Olii 
Testament, of original sfn, supernatural redemption, ami. in the mt»re 
advanced churches, of hell itself and all sujx'rnaturalistn. By I'Hfi the 
former clerical presidqpt of the Univeraity (»f Wisconsitt, John Hascotn, 
still thought that supernatural elements were essential to reiii'ious 
beliefs, but he noted that the subject was now "open to tlebau*.’* Four 
years later a Christian, but not church-minded, etiitor asked whetfier 
it was possible that anyone in this enlighteneti world still believed in a 
“material hell, and everlasting physical tonnent." *'* 

^ At the same time that basic theology wtus being 'MTiouslv (|ue<!ioned 
m the nineties, the church as an instittition was being ,uta« ked (Im* 
wave of criticism came from a small group of intelfeemah who .dmed 
tiheir shafts at the cultural barrenncs.s of the church, {far..hi Fiederh ’n 
Theron Ware left the Methodist ministry in part because t*f ifs, ultural 
igotiy. And Ellen Glasgow’s pointed comment that the Kpiwotial 
Church was “charitable toward almost any weakness except the il tn- 
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ministers approached the social question with understanding and sym¬ 
pathy, and occasionally a Protestant cleric was outrightly prolabor. 
But the bulk of the Protestant noinistry and the church seemed from 
the radical-labor viewpoint to be hostile. When Samuel Gompers was 
asked to name the religious groups in the order of their friendliness to 
labor, he listed in sequence ethical societies, Unitarians, nonbelievers, 
and Catholics. At the very bottom of his list were Protestants and 
ministers. Other radicals were more positive in their position. Although 
sincerely religious, Edward Bellamy never went into a church and 
forbade his family to go. Henry Demarest Lloyd was sure that he 
could do what ministers could not: “be right without being religious.” 
Others were even more blunt, referring to ministers as “spiritual 
Pinkertons,” whose main duty was that of “guarding the loot of the 
unrighteous rich.” 

By 1900 the large groups of immigrants, preponderantly Roman 
Catholic, confronted American Protestantism with a major challenge. 
When the native laboring man continued his movement away from the 
congregations, the Protestant church, at first critical of the deserters, 
became increasingly anxious. In the nineties a leading Middle Western 
divine was obviously highly irritated and inclined to let “the atheistic 
and unreachable masses” sink into the depths of their own sinfulness. 
But with the situation more critical by 1900, the Reverend Charles 
Steltze was disposed to send out a nationwide questionnaire inquiring 
why workers did not go to church. He reported that the replies were 
almost unanimous: the Protestant church was being run by and for 
the rich; it sanctified the capitalistic ethic and damned labor unions 
and strikes as inventions of the devil. Almost at the same time three 
Methodist bishops called for a nationwide week of prayer to bring the 
erring laborers back to the fold. When such spiritual evocation failed 
of its mission, the church began to listen with more sympathy to the 
demand that it make itself useful to workingmen, not only spiritually 
on Sundays but also in a “far more material way,” on every day of the 
week.^® 

Nye, Midwestern Progressive Politics, p. 163; Aaron, Men of Good Hope, 
pp. 127, 140; James Dombrowski, The Early Days of Christian Socialism in 
America (New York, 1936), p. 8. 

Charles Steltze, “The Workingman and the Church,” The Outlook, 
LXVIII (1901), 713; and “Decline in Methodism,” The Outlook, LXIV 
(1900), 610-611; C. E. Ordway, “Will the Churches Survive?” Arena, XXIX 
(1903), 593. 
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Three years before E. A, Ross^ a professor of sociology^ published his 
interesting study on sin^ an article appeared in the Arena written by 
an unnamed minister arguing that^ while sin was not an illusion in 
the modem world, it had been man-made and thus could be man- 
destroyed. Since the fall of man and original sin were intimately tied 
up with hell and the devil, these two ancient Christian concepts 
were likewise repudiated by the reformers. By the opening of the new 
century one of the leaders of the movement, Shailer Mathews, was 
defining hell as “an everlasting committee meeting on a good cause 
that could not be brought to pass.” As for the devil, he was read out 
of existence by the same article in the Arena that had questioned the 
theological origins of sin,^^ 

As the rebel theologians placed less faith in the doctrines of the Old 
Testament, they tended to emphasize the worth of the New. Christ, his 
life on earth, and his words, “Thy will be done on earth as it is in 
Heaven,” became the cardinal principles of the new theology. In 1894 
William T. Stead, the English journalist and reformer, came to 
Chicago. After a look at “the city of the hog butchers,” he wrote the 
book If Christ Came to Chicago. On the cover was an angry Christ 
driving the money-changers from the temple. But the faces of the cul¬ 
prits, instead of being ancient Hebrew, were those of Charles T. 
Yerkes, the traction monopolist, and other leading municipal figures. 
Inside was a “map of sin” showing brothels in red and saloons in black, 
with their managers and their owners. The book was reputed to have 
sold seven thousand copies on its day of publication, wdth no estimates, 
of course, as to the purpose of the purchasers. Shortly after Stead’s 
publication, a Kansas Congregationalist minister, Charles M. Sheldon, 
published In His Steps, an imaginative biography of a town trying to 
act as Jesus did. When the American Institute of Christian Sociology 
was founded in 1893, its first secretary. Professor John R. Commons, 
annoimced that its purpose was to “present Christ, the living Master 
and King, and Christian law as the ultimate rule for human society to 
be realized on earth.” 

To aboKsh the devil and hell and deny original sin was an extra- 

Shailer Mathews, New Faith for Old (New York, 1936), p. 154; Arena, 
XXIV (1900), 76. 
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1910,” unpublished Ph.D. thesk. State University of Iowa, pw 23. Bdmr, 
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ordinary feat for this pious generation, but to obtain the Kingdom of 
Christ on earth, to secularize heaven, was obviously an even greater 
task. But the attempt was to be made in the name of the new move 
ment referred to by its founders as “the social gospel,” or social 
Christianity. By 1885, the decay of the old orthodoxy among the 
Boston Umtarian, Congregation^, and Episcopal ministry was already 
under way. Some Presbyterians and Lutherans resisted “modernism ” 
but the great bulk of the remaining ministry was demanding “that 
the church do its worldly duty.” « By that time also the American 
^istry w^ beginning to feel the influence of the British Christian 
Socialists, Ruskin, Morris, and Kingsley (the Boston Society of Chris¬ 
tian Sr^lists bemg organized by the Episcopalian minister Dwight 
Porter Bl^ m 1889). Pnor to that date the Reverend Josiah Strong^of 
Cmcirmati had orgai^d a group of Congregational and Metho^st 
mnisters to discuss the relation of “the church and the social issue ” 
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meo in the market place would act like “brothers” instead of “selfish 

animab.” ** 

I'o accomplish tht‘.se ends the moderates felt they had to change the 
church from being an apologist of wealth and power and its ministers 
from bill}; tiispensers almost exclusively of “orthodox theology and 
economics," TtHi many ministers, Shailer Mathews observed, were 
“awperativelv sust.tit»i‘il private chaphuas of well-to-do cliques.” By 
dtxlicating th<‘ church to a stH-ial mission, tl»* new ministry might hope 
to gain the <oidid«‘nce and tluj ear of t\w “unevangelr/ed masses.” 
After that it was just the mutter <vf appeal to both “the heart and 
head" until the <lay wlum “tht* new morality” would dominate the 
ballot attd day-to-d.iy life,*' 

'{'he more radical wing of the tttovement toward .social Christianity 
was Iwl hy (Jetnge i). ftf*rn>n and Walter Rauschenbustdi. Theo- 
retieally the vattmis Christian Socialist groups shoidd be included 
utuler this caOa{oi>-. But often their tltKirines an<l programs w«u<! so 
vagtu' tluu, like the Boston smiety, they itiight lie de.scrilred as or- 
gani/ations "htr the piopagation of virtue in general.” ’^* Herron and 
Rauscftetihusch, on the contrarv, were painfidly speeilic and militantly 
antieapitalisiic, Ifeiroti wrote tliat the acquisition and pofflession of 
wealth were itmtuual atul antisocial. To Rausehenlnisch capitalism 
was "essenti.d atheism,” Both tnen believed that the abolition of 
priv.it** propeity and an equal tlivisioti of wealth wete necessities for 
the attainment i*f attv real deitMH*raey.*^ 

Wh.iiever the {e**lin»;s a{«*ut capitalism, the right ami the left of the 
social gospel umvement w«*re charai tetwd Ity a burning de.sin‘ to 
hritw; th** **thi*s «if the church dtnvn info the factory, the strw't, 
anil fh«* market plar**. As W.ishington Cladden wrote, the old indi- 
viilualistic piethm hatl no ap[»ea! for them. What they wtinted was “a 
religion that l.iiti Imli! ot! life with iKith hands.” He*emingly stimething 
approiit lung .i law of i ounn*rvailtmf loyalties workt*d inside tliem. As 
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their interest waned in the old orthodox dogma which Horace Bushnell 
caUed “immoral theology,” their faith in the Christian ethic mounted. 
So did their zeal for applying those ethics to society. “Every Christian 
is a reformer,” the minister of the New York Fifth Avenue Church 
declared, “if not, he is an infidel.” 

The new social refigion did not go uncontested. In many pulpits 
^ughout the Middle West, as was probably also true of the nation. 
It was i^ored. In others it met the most strenuous opposition on both 
theological and social groimds. But in the prewar twentieth century 
the intellectual and emotional tides of the age beat relentlessly against 
the old headlands of religious and social dogma. The total effect 
of the social gospel in creating a climate of reform is of course un¬ 
measurable. An able American historian remarked in 1913, however, 
^t it had been years since he had heard a sermon recaUing those of 
^ youth. “A new era,” he observed, “has dawned in the history of 
humM thought.” Religion had joined scholarship and science in giving 
sanction for reform.^® 

Wh^ in 1900 William Dean Howells was asked what the upper- 
and middle-class Americans read, he is reputed to have replied, “The 
newspapers.” Howells’ ironic answer was not quite fair to the con¬ 
temporary literary taste. Throughout the nineties and into the new 
^tury Amencans were reading millions of sofid books each year. 
Henry George’s trenchant indictment of the new industrial society 
regress and Poverty, had already gone through a hundred editions! 
First published m 1879, this fervent volume mixing old American 
^piranons with the new single-tax doctrine was seminal to much of 
&e reform thought for the next thirty years. Any one of two or three 
dozen urban-n^ded reformers in the new century might have uttered 
the words of CWles Edward Russell after first reading George; “I 
conceded the voice of ultimate wisdom and saw in Henry George the 
apostle of a new gospel.” The guest list at a memorial dinner for 
^rge held m New York City, 1905, read like a roster of Kterary 
reformers and attested to his continued remarkable influence 
By 1900 Edward BeUamy’s Looking Backroard had been read by 
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countless Americans. Thousands of others had gone through Henry 
Demarest Lloyd’s astringent Wealth Against Commonwealth and 
William Morris’s News From Nowhere. As late as 1914 a reforming 
Congressman was advising his friends and supporters to read and 
absorb Morris’s socialistic volume published a quarter-century before. 
Howells was of course quite aware of the popularity and influence of 
such works. He had read Progress and Poverty^ had been moved, and 
had written his own utopian protest against society. Howells had 
not been speaking of social studies and tractarian romances, but rather 
of literature. Here the record for men of letters was much more dismal. 
Of the thirty-seven “best sellers” published from 1898 to 1902, nine¬ 
teen could be considered historical adventure fiction, the rest for the 
most part rural dialect tales, “pure” romances, and religious novels 
bearing little or no relation either to man’s universal problems or to 
those of the American scene. It was probably true that in facing the 
disconcerting present the country needed the ‘ nostalgic delights of a 
romantic past.” But it was also true that the painful present was 
already producing its own reflection in American literature. For pre¬ 
cisely at the time the literary review, The Bookman^ was asking for a 
return to the “problem novel” and to “a degree of realism ” Frank 
Norris, Theodore Dreiser, and David Graham Phillips had started 
works that in the opinion of the genteel magazine rather overshot the 
new mark. Some American novels, it was soon to complain, were too 
real” in that “they show the nakedness of the human soul without the 
beauty and the romance which we demand in our fiction. 

The introduction of realism and of social problems in the American 
novel had, of course, antedated the Spanish-American War. William 
Dean Howells, Stephen Crane, Harold Frederic, and Hamlin Garknd 
all had written with a realistic touch in the eighties and the nineties. 
But all had worked within a certain limited range. Subsequently the 
movement gained a real impetus and a much broader latitude. When 
Crane’s Maggie^ Frederic’s Damnation of Theron Ware^ and Norris s 
McTeague were published, both realism and the social problem had 
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achieved status in writing of quality. Moreover, the.se three mwenti- 
mental (for the day) investigations into the lives of jt slum v.irl, a 
minister, and a dentist opened the way for critical examiti.uioiw of 
many other hitherto forbidden corners of American sm-ietv. N<trris'.s 
subsequent success with the subjects of California wheat, the .Smithern 
Pacific Railroad, and the Chicago Grain Exchange was i'olhnvet! hv a 
spate of political and social investigations. A.s literary ctuftsinen Br.uui 
Whitlock, Alfred Henry Lewis, David Graham Phillips, atul Winston 
Churchill were perhaps not too far above the level of the j«»p»l.ir his¬ 
torical romancers; but their studies of cojitemporary politics, mani.ig,.^ 
divorce, alcohol, religion, and kindred .subjects, takett as a gjoitp, 
reached a much wider audience than books by abler writers. 

This “new literature,” as it was called by contempiu.tries, drew its 
strength and peculiarities from many sources. Zola and 'foUtoy, whotn 
Crane called the greatest living novelists, inspired it from .ihnt.id; and 
Howells, who likewise acknowledged a debt to the great Russian, n.tve 
It comfort at home. But Darwin and his ornnijiresi'nt environment, the 
rising appreciation of science, the evolution of techno}o(;v, .ind the 
growth of the city all had their weight in its making, Cotnp.ireti to the 
preceding literature, if it can be set artart, the ntw literature was mote 
urban-centered, less limited to middle.clas.s eharaeters and ihe.nes tnd 
more consciously environmental. Viewed from the rising pr.tmn.itie .tv 
sumptions of an open universe, .some of the best i.f tftis ttew literafute 
was often in a way reactionary. For although the h.TrHSs of F, .„.k .\o„is 

eo ore Dreiser, and Jack London wen* strong, willful, and abb* men' 

attachmerto 

ct! “"®tf"t*'-“ntury environmentalism and rleterministn 
Dlace I T Instruments and le,ss tht* fashir>m-ii of tiur. 

P j n change. But in the end, quantitativtdv at le.wt tfw new 
h^ramre was indignant and had an immediatr.' .nirl pmX . . 
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be changed. But a host of lesser talents^ rushing in where the giants 
chose not to tread^ joyfully added their strident voices for reform. As 
Alfred Kazin says, the history of realism in America after the Civil 
War has been “a history of grievances.” 

At the end of the old century the university, the church, the bar, 
politics, and the world of literature were still overwhelmingly domi¬ 
nated by the male. But within a little more than a decade a rising and 
extremely self-conscious group of women began to play an important 
part in the fashioning of the twentieth-century mentality. Since the 
pre-Civil War feminist movement had disturbed masculine com¬ 
placency, the status of women had changed greatly. By 1900 co¬ 
education through the college years had long been practically universal 
west of the Alleghenies and north of the Ohio. In the East the 
women’s colleges founded after the Civil War had graduated thousands 
of well-trained women. Of the southern woman Ellen Glasgow could 
still write that she “was capable of dying for an idea, but not of con¬ 
ceiving one.” But in the North and the West at least two generations 
of women had attended colleges and universities and were now de¬ 
manding an outlet for their energies and their intellect. 

Among the upper-class urbsui family the birth rate was rapidly 
dropping by 1900, leading Theodore Roosevelt among others to talk 
of “race suicide.” Moreover, the rapidly growing wealth of such 
families and the introduction of new labor-saving devices provided 
this new upper-class woman with time and surplus energy that her 
sisters on the farm and in the village had never known. It was pre¬ 
cisely this class of women that William Dean Howells described as 
“selfish by tradition,” “generous by nature,” and “infinitely superior 
to their husbands in cultivation.” At the other end of the economic 
scale more and more women were entering industry and business. The 
advance of the machine put less of a premium on masculine muscle, 
and the presumed docility of women and their willingness to work for 
lower wages attracted industrial employers. The perfection of the type¬ 
writer and the rise of commercial education for women had mean¬ 
while opened the doors to business offices. By 1900 one survey showed 
that 20 per cent of all women over the age of fifteen were gainfully 
employed; by 1910 the figure had risen to 25 per cent. 

Along with this invasion of factory and office had come a good 

30 Kazin, On Native Grounds^ p. 15 n.; see also Oommager, The American 
Mind, pp. 108 ff. 
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many advances in women’s social and legal rights. By 19(»i wotnrn had 
been granted the suffrage by five western .states.-’’' 'rhe right of wuiiien 
to make a will was recognized by every state, their right to <li,s{R>st* 
their own wages was secure in meat commonwealths, ;mtl s«*ven st.itis 
had granted the right of equal guardianship in ehihlren, la-ifallv, at 
least,^ women were also permitted to enter the learned pmhnst.ms. 
Despite these advances at the opening of the century the traitjeti a,id 
educated woman still found precious few {xisitions retptirittg more 
than manual skills actually open to her in professhms, intfnstry, atul 
commerce. Tradition and masculine prejudice still ctudinet! her. in 
fact, to the “proper activities of the sex,” which inclmled eilne.ition. 
charity, and the protection of women and chikhtm. Years heh*re. the 
^bitious Frances Willard had blazed the path from teaching to the 
headship of the Women’s Christian Temperance Ihiion. Now. just ;u 
mmy of Edith Wharton’s heroines revolted against the timcconsumitig 
meamngless rites of high society, so tht-ir h.tman emnuerpatts 
followed paths to settlement houses, child welfare centers, eoteiutners' 
leases, md other such seemingly innocuous reform activities. 

ne 0 the longrat steps taken by woman towanl the «-enfer of the 
modem world wm her organized attempt to educate heiself in the 
issues of the day. By 1900, national women’.s cluhs devoted to the .sttidv 
of social iMues had become common. The number of wo,mm belonging 
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acperience must have been both upsetting and illuminating. Jane 
Addams, Florence Kelley^ Julia Lathrop^ Lillian Wald^ and Rheta Dorr 
all came from good upper-middle-class church familieSj and all but 
one had gone to college. (Miss Wald was refused admission to 
Vassar.) By the dictates of the masculine world these able women were 
practically forced to seek a professional career either in education or 
in charitable pursuits. By choice they elected the newly developing 
settlement houses usually set in the midst of the Chicago and New 
York slums. In administering to “the submerged tenth/’ they saw at 
firsthand the dichotomous character of late Victorian society: between 
the ofBcial statement and truths as between progress and poverty, and 
between man and woman. Their real desire to help was soon accom¬ 
panied by an even more ardent desire to reform.^^ 

In one of Howells’ novels a visitor from the utopian state of 
Altruria asked a matron whether she and her friends went to their 
husbands’ clubs much. “Much!” Mrs. Makeley screamed. “They don’t 
go at all! They can’t. They won’t let us!” In this cultivated woman’s 
shrill reply Howells was measuring the rising temper of her sex. After 
seeing the man-made world at firsthand with its slums, dives, crooked 
politics, and almost ubiquitous double standards, many women natu¬ 
rally accepted the belief that their sex alone was the guardian of “the 
sacred vessels that held the ancient sanctities of life.” They were also 
convinced that the major reason for the existing moral chaos lay in the 
“lack of proper balance between feminine and masculine equality.” 
Simultaneously among certain women there was a detectable rising 
dislike of the American male and a growing assumption of superiority. 
As a young woman, the journalist Ida Tarbell prayed to God to keep 
her from marriage. And after “objectively” surveying the state of the 
sexes, the author, editor, and popular sociologist, Charlotte Gilman, 
authoritatively described woman as “the highest human type.” 

For the indignant and rebellious woman of the new century the 
route to equality lay along two possible directions. The first was to 
become like a male and practice the ethics of the masculine status 
quo. As the new century progressed, an increasing number of 

Anna Carlin Spencer, Womcmfs Share in Social Culture (New York, 
1912), p. 122. 

33 Through the Eye of the Needle (New York, 1907), p. 43. 

3^ Charlotte Perkins Gilman, The Man-Made World (New York, 1911), p. 
SS; Susan B. Anthony, ‘‘Woman’s Half Century of Evolution,” North American 
Review, CLXXV (1900), 810. 
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“emancipated women” quietly accepted the dtwtrines ttf equaiit) more 
openly advocated by Rheta C. Dorr. Like soiiu' of Willi father's 
strong-minded frontier heroines, they simply cast aside Victorian 
morals. By 1912 Walter Lippmann noted that the pursuit of tfie simfle 
standard had created in quite a few instances a new .sex, tfuit of tlw* 
“amateur male.” But for the grt'at majority of woman reforinera 
such a course was entirely repugnant. ’I'heir feet were too solidly 
planted in Victorian personal ethics for their heads to he turneil hy 
such immoral doctrines. What they wanted wu.s ei|u.tlity, hut an 
equality based upon a standard of feminine virtue instead of masculine 
sin. The new woman, Charlotte Gilman promised, would set th*‘ 
highest possible ethical standards and “draw meti up to them.” What 
was in store for the masculine world, at lea.st for a generation, w;« 
indicated by one of the primary planks in this prognmt of rehabiiita. 
tion, “chastity for men.” *« 


xac mnuence ot the retorm-mmded woman irt tlte progressive 
period is self-evident in such mattera a.s womtin’s rights, suffrage, the 
protection of minors, and in such moral cnisatles as thus** against li.iuor 
and prostitution. What is not so ponderable is the weight of their in- 
ttuence in the recasting of business and political elides and in the .tee’s 
general raault upon sin. That it wa, wighty few men 
toy. But whatever woman’, impact the new »wietv, tuet, l.n.l 

ethic, She had been well educated and at the mime time ileuied il,e 
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trends in science^ philosophy^ the social sciences, jurisprudence, re¬ 
ligion, and the arts started from varied sources about the same time. 
For a while they flowed separately. But the contours of the age brought 
them closer together, and somewhere around 1900 their confluence 
occurred. Reinforcing each other, these varying streams of thought 
formed a flood beating against the damlike structure of old ideas and 
conventions. 

Central to this new intellectual formulation was the firm belief that 
to a considerable degree man could make and remake his own world. 
No longer was he simply an animate cog in a universal mechanism 
whose speed and direction were predetermined by extrahuman forces. 
Instead of this closed and confined world the new thought held out a 
vision of John Dewey’s “perpetual open frontier^’ with its optimistic 
invitation for man to act creatively. The new thought also earned with 
it another burden of explosive freight. Both the rising social sciences 
and the new social gospel promised that basically men were more alike 
than different and that they were not evil by inheritance, but, if any¬ 
thing, were inclined by their own nature to be good. Unmitigated com¬ 
petition therefore, instead of selecting the best, as Herbert Spencer 
would have it, might reward the least ethical. At any rate, the great 
inequalities existing among them at the moment were not natural, and 
from the viewpoint of social peace and human welfare were decidedly 
bad. To this the educated upper-middle-class woman, acutely conscious 
of her second-class status in society, uttered a fervent affirmation, as 
did many another American suckled upon the more equalitarian doc¬ 
trines of the past. 

American society in 1900 was thus rent by two major forces pro¬ 
pelling it in acutely different directions. Material changes and institu¬ 
tions were creating a highly differentiated society. Simultaneously the 
new intellectual and moral creeds were demanding a return to a more 
equalitarian life. Conflict between the two forces was inevitable, and, 
as usual in a democracy, the attempt at resolution was to take place 
first in the realm of politics. 



^ONFRONTED with the turbulent wtnkl oi !♦««*, f.iiriv 
*V and technological change', with >*tr.u..;r new « i.-u^ 

fafic religious ideas, with the growth of giant imhwtrv ami ..rgan- 
ized labor, and with the rapid and uproarious ris.* of "the alien ritv,” 
dunking Amencans divided politically into uh'ologii al j'lintiw whiiii 
m tiieir bewildering diversity almost defy analysis. At either of the 
polnic^ spectrum the pattern was the classic one of conseivative and 
radical, two strains that had much in common and were to alter very 

oTnolhivtl"tJ''* two decades of the new centmy. The middle ranges 
of political thought, however, were to M the full impart of the tiew 

alti^d roT\- I were ilisrupted anti sharply 

Srtoni 7 “lih-ralistn;* these trailitions 

knowras “pr^;2:“l;ri^ 

man y one-timp non »• L *^‘®djustnM'nt ttf {atlitiejil valui*s 
some men tom be^Z^ or rmlicals, ami 

conditions and the imoaT-r” r byaltu's and tfte new 

iustw^the/bet^^^^^ -- never emdd dmnde 

ManwIsrfraTwsIdatdi^d^ the ciaaic^} European attituda. 

without were numerous and ter^bu” "ifdT ““ ■ "*'“‘‘'1 

were mfinitely perishable WidTAe n ^ Hvili.alion 

unknowable, Lan had to ding m ZT 

ung to the tirae-tested ami ortler-giving 



POtJnriCAL AMERICA 


39 

imtitutums of the pjKt to jireveiit anarchy, chaos, and disaster. Eiihu 
Root WM convinced that society could not “trust the impulses of the 
human heart imtler t«*tnpt.ititm.“ Throughout even the most exuber¬ 
ant periwls <tf the pn^gressive hidief in man, Paul Elmer More tept 
emphasi/ing “the impuk* of evil in the lujart of mau" and insisting 
that the main virtue for stn-iety and intlivkhuil alike wjis “the will to 
n'frain.*' Even the suhHe((uently progressive Frank Norris had been 
impr«ed in his earlier yi'ars with the penistence <if evil in the human 
•spirit. Mc't'eague not only ittheriteil his f.uher’s kisie evil traits which 
led him to ultitnate disaster, but sueh black s|>iritual gene.s could pt'rsist 
even to “the live hutulmlth generafiou.” Against .such fom^s man’s 
moral sense, his rtsistm, anti his will m act wen^ obviously puny. Life, 
to Etlith Wharton, was ntu a matter of reason and of taking action; 
instead it was “a suceession of [jittful compromises with fate, of con¬ 
cessions to old eiadititms, «>kl btdiefs. old charitie.s and frailties.” And 
the idealistie refttmter wlm atlfinptt'tl to cut his way straight through 
tln‘ “tatn'led anti tleop owuetl growth” that was society wa.s destined 
to hear at the eml t>f each stioke “the ciy of the sefvered branch: Why 
woundest thou me?" ‘ 

Other conservatives saw society and the c-osmos through the eyes of 
nineteenihaentury miH'hanistic seii-nee ;is nilerl by law which man 
evaderl t»r broke at h» own peril. Progress was iKistsible within such a 
view, but only tluough “the working out,” John I). R(M:kefeller l>e- 
lieved, “of a law <tf tiaiun*,” Whether such l.iws originated in a personal 
tlivinity or in the seeont! law of theruuHlynaniies, whether they were 
applied tt» piires by Presitient William McKinley or to ethical con¬ 
siderations by Henry HTOtnson, man had nothing to do with their 
fomiukition. His j«>wer, such as it wtis, came only from his ability to 
discern surh laws anti abitle by them, “(kid Almighty made men and 
ctrrtain laws which art* essential to their [irogress in civilisation,” Henry 
Higginson wrote, “ami Congressmen cannot brtmk these natural laws 
without causing suffering.” * 

'Fhe grt'at bulk tif rtinst'rvatlves, including most of the practicing 
politicians, wen* not as pessimistic as Higginson either alKinl man’s 

* V.WI Wyik Bmttks, Tht Cmfidtint Ytatt (New York, IWl), fi. 293; Frank 
Norris, Ab‘/Vtftfit# (New York, 1899), p. 117; Edith Wharton, Tht Pruit «i 
thii Tw (New York, j». UM. 

»ffeiiry HittRinwn nt William Howard Taft, September 7, 1911, Taft M8S.; 
Rnwel Nye, Pt^gnimM #*«/inV» (East lamsing, 1951), p. 24. (The 
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opportunities to create or his chances for progress. Such diverse con 
servatives as EUhu Root, Wilham Howard xJt, George F b2 Id 

oosevelt years, Root once wrote that it was the citizen’s duty to be 

ptunistic about man’s chances for bettering himself and that oessi 
mism was a criminal wPi»irr>oe.e» ri r pessi- 
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warfU'd of th** mass |»ivjinltt«* ant! fr«>n/y cnriyiiig the nation “into 
tficwe ('wt'Hsei wliieh have wreeket! all tnir isrototyjavs in liistory.” 
Lotli'e anti 't'aft vvmte repeatedly of the tlattger of ntoh passions. And 
to (h'orije llatvi'v, nneonstraineti t«t seek ttfliee, tlie piirase “the foolish 
imdtitnde'* eattie easily. While ftarvey was williitjt; to concede that 
most men wer<‘ tet'hnieally honest, he insisted that only the very few 
were really *‘h*«ir*st in their mimls." ** 

Thronshont the period the eonservaiive was far more interested in 
prttteeiiny; the position of the exeejitional man in stK iety than he was 
in hetterinit the lot «if the tnasseH. Nfany ecmservatives, in fact, felt that 
even itt the hkthlv ilitferentiafed America of tlie <‘arly ISKlO’s the “level- 
injt prmaV had e.nne t«»«» far and had imairiK>rated “the theory of 
metlioerity whirh insliniiivelv hates ahility and invariahly seeks undue 
udvantaoe." “The majority of men.” (Je<»iite Harvey e<meluded, “still 
leatf t»nty antomatie lives an»t eontiihnte to progress only fore«‘, which 
serves no hetter than an idle enfdne unless directerl.” 'I’he true eorner- 
stcme ttf it demi« ratie siieietv, the President t»f Ctdumhia Univt'rsity 
sahl, was “natural inetpiality,’’ and thus the times had t<» he reversed 
or eb‘ the nation faeed the Ims of its heritage. Pnrfessor Woodrow 
Wilstm of Prinrefon srejned to agree. In a magazine artidt' i>redieting 
the triumphajit rettun of Hatniltonianism, tim aullmr cited with 
enthusiasm the pr»ifessur*s st.uement that pure deimK'raey was on the 
deeline, Atid while stil! in the Senate, Klilm Rm>t took eomfort that 
the leveling ag** seemed to have lost its spark. “After many years of 
struggle for equality," the foimer Seeretary of State wrote, “there is 
reason «» think that mankind is now enterinjf ujwHi a struggle for the 
right of ineqii.dity.’’ *■ 

During tin* jgmd tlays when Rcmt was he!i«ng to gnith* the American 
government tmtler Rtxiseveh, he sj«*ke once of “the supreme govern¬ 
ing rajtaeitv of Amerks." Rut after the upsurging progressive move¬ 
ment had piojiosed such dernmaati/ing r«‘forms as the riireet election 
of Hnifed States senators, the direct primary, the initiative, the ref- 
eremlum and the iwdi, Root ra|ii»tlv ehaiified his mind. “'I’he foree.s 

«!;itht« R.«.r, him umi MUm (N-*w York, IMS), p. 4‘)5! Willimu Howard 
‘rafn Pttpulitr (New Haven, 1‘til), p. 83; Harvey, Power of 

Tiiletttme, p Wt. 

•'H.uvt-y, Pturr/ ,tf 'J'litrrmre, p, 'iH; William tiarroff Brown, 7'A« New 
Politif i ttitd iHhet Pttpeti (Hosmit, tt)l4), p. W); I’ltilip (J. Jessup, KUhu Hoot 
Vi vnb , New Vmk, IMB), It, 184. VVilmit is riled in (Jurimt Literature, 
XXXI ()‘WU, 14, 
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since it worked “more accurately than any which can be devised by 
man.”» 

But such appeals to the canons of the past and to natural law were 
at best of little utility when the majority determinedly wanted change. 
What was needed was an effective institution to interpret this natural 
law and give it substance. Only then, said one eminent conservative, 
could the nation achieve the polity of justice that the first governor of 
colonial Massachusetts, John Winthrop, had envisioned, “ a civil, a 
moral, a federal liberty, which consists in everyone’s enjoying his own 
property and having the benefit of the laws of his country. ...” 
Lacking a crown and an aristocracy, and with a clearly divided 
Church, one wing of which was ardently devoted to reform, the 
American conservative turned to the courts as the one instrument of 
government that would most likely preserve the saving order of the 
past. To Senator Garter the federal judiciary was “the sheet anchor of 
the Republic”; to Senator J. B. Foraker it was the one department 
of government from which the able man “in times of hysteria” could 
expect justice. To The New York Times it was by its very nature “the 
conservator of our institutions.” And as the reform movement quick¬ 
ened its pace in the first decade of the new century, the conservative’s 
admiration and devotion to the courts became almost mystical.^® 

While the conservative placed his confidence in the few rather than 
the many, this did not by any means signify a trust in an educated 
elite. Lodge’s refusal to believe that an Oxford education could really 
change a Hindu was an oblique case in point. Root was more specific. 
“The great difficulty in the application of pure reason to practical 
affairs,” he wrote to Professor George P. Fisher, “is that never in this 
world does the reasoner get all the premises which should affect the 
conclusions; so it frequently happens that the practical man who does 
not reason at all but who feels the effect of conditions which the 
reasoner overlooks, goes right while the superior intelligence of the 
reasoning man goes wrong.” The college man. Root continued, was 
“peculiarly liable” to this sort of error when dealing with public 
affairs.^^ 

®Root, International Subjects, p. 122; Taft, Popular Government, p. 188; 
Archie Butt, Taft and Roosevelt (New York, 1930), pp. 1, 212. 

Harvey, Power of Tolerance, p. 267; Tliomas H. Garter to Charles G. 
Burk, July 2, 1910, Garter MSS.; J. B. Foraker to G. W. Fairbanks, June 20, 
1912, Foraker MSS.; The New York Times, May 6, 1915. 

Elihu Root to George P. Fisher, January 25, 1904, Root MSS. 
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The doctrine that right action was more likely to eome from the 
pores of experience rather than from the brain e<*Ils was one t>f the 
reasons the conservative was usually more congenial to change in the 
economic world than to its counterpart in the worlil of jtoiitics anti 
public affairs. On one page William Howard Taft coukt anpie against 
“radical and impractical changes in law and government by whiclt we 
might easily lose what we have gained in the struggle of mankinil for 
better things.” On another Taft was sure that progress in histimy eame 
largely from the quest for property. Often changes itt edncati*»n and 
intelligence, in art, morality, and religion, “simply proceetietl as a 
wrollary of the more material changes.” '= I'he ctmservative was also 
mchned to view economic change benevolently because th»‘ elite it» the 
matenal world was not selected by the democratic process, hut ratlw'r 
by a more aristocratic institution which he prefem'd tt» thittk was more 
accurate. Just, and benevolent in equating n*wards with ability. The 
millionaires, in Carnegie’s thinking, “were the bt'es wh<i make thf* most 
honey, and contribute most to the hive." If hfft alone by govertmient 
eorge Harvey was sure, the business mechanism would "confer utHui 
the maximum of capacity the maximum of rewuril." ‘r'he masses 
operatmg through government or labor unions, were simply ileviees by 
which people and classes sought “to share property” whieh they had 
not created and ease which they had not earned.” 

The conservative saw not only a precis.- law of rew.ud bm also 
many another law operating in the practical world, giving it a svm- 
e ry and order atirely lacking in tlu- area of detn.icratie polities 

conquer. Or they might ensue from the nicely rnechanistie doctrines 

anHiand” O T' u ^ '"•'‘^hemutical preebion bv supply 

hmself, the cold omniscient God of the Calvinists, who had set the 
universe spinmng with such logical ini.inctions that the for -vm- 
Z\r The irn-ver<-nt refonner n v } - , 

But George F. Baer, John D. Rockefeller. Henry Hie,nins..n. and their 
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fellows believed. When Rockefeller felt called upon in 1907 to explain 
why he was staying in business^ he issued a public statement through 
the Reverend Robert S. MacArthur of the New York Calvary Baptist 
Church. “I am a trustee of the property of others,” his declaration 
read, ‘‘through the providence of God committed to my care. . . . 
Therefore, I feel it my duty to God and to the people whose money 
is invested in my company to continue active in its welfare.” Only a 
man of certain faith could have made such a statement in 1907 and 
published it.^^ 

Whatever the origins, the conservative thought he also saw law in the 
business world, and seeing it he was once again depreciating the power 
of man as an independent change-maker even in this field where he 
felt that progress might be made more rapidly. His strong decisive man 
of affairs and wealth was simply a man who more frequently than 
others discerned and abided by a higher law and was accordingly re¬ 
warded. He was in an ultimate sense an agent rather than a principle 
in a sphere which was more closed than open. Elsewhere throughout 
society the hope for man as a prime mover was even more bleak. For 
man was more evil than good, more weak than strong, a product of 
some thousand years of conditioning which neither intelligence nor 
reason could change vitally. Society itself was Edith Wharton’s dark 
forest, “the tangled and deep rooted growth” which held him fast to 
his most imperfect past. If he moved forward at all he moved not so 
much by virtue of his own power but by the will of a benevolent 
providence or by abiding by the permissive dictates of a slow-moving 
but certain universe, predetermined or preordained. 

Unlike the conservative, the American radical placed a premium on 
man acting in the political and social arena. Moreover, he saw nothing 
evil in basic human nature, and instead of being fearful about the 
future, he was supremely confident. But this optimism came not from 
a belief in the goodness of human nature or in the ability of the human 
mind to make intelligent and right decisions when confronted with a 
series of perplexing and open questions. Whether he was a Marxian 
or simply an economic determinist, the radical in theory at least tended 
to view original human nature as a tabula rasa which was neither 
inclined toward the good nor the bad, but was rather more like a 

James D. Richardson, A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the 
Presidents, Supplement 1, p. 293. The Rockefeller statement is given in the 
Oakland (Calif.) Tribune, Octohev 1907. 
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nurror reflecting its environment. While even the most devout Maix- 

ment of the individual personality, both the Mandsts and economic 
detenmmsts insisted that for all important purposes man in the group 

mlm^'lnd'f “ ®°"ety, his material enriron- 

eovernfd h 1 T‘'’ environment was 

fo m^ ^ol^tionary law qmte independent of and quite insensitive 
to man. Thus free will or ultimate choice in any important sense was 
^ ontological fantasy. Man, Jack London wrote in one of Ms more 
soaahsnc moods, was “blind and helpless in the heritage of his age.” 

IS oifly real perception came from the knowledge of nature’s laL; 
^ wu ^ willingness to abide by them.^» 

rerisionists, most of the Socialist leaders of the 
early tiventieth c^tury paid homage to the mechanistic birthright of 
Aeir doct^es. Man was a creature of his economic class, whfch in 
turn was the product of the changing technology. Both evolved strictly 
^ordmg to “scientific laws of evolution.” Capitahsm, the “inevitable 
between feudalism and sociahsm, had automaticaUy spawned 

tS ra^ir '^^^^diy exploiters and 

Ae radical working class. Between the two there could be no lasting 

pea^ or compromise because it was the “historic mission” of the 
wo^g class to conquer and institute the classless socialistic society. 
Many conceivably could delay or speed the process, but the end wi 
foreordamed by the evolving means of production. “The Socialist 

r^S’^hrs^ acceptance t 

rejection, the Socialist party stated officially in 1904 “it is but the 

interpretation of what is sooner or later inevitable ” 

VTp there were 

v^eties of Repubhcans and Democrats. And certainly most of the 

u opian, nationalist, Chnstian, and agrarian socialists had come to 
^ position vnAout the aid of the materialist interpretation of 
history. Eugene V. Debs himself occasionally referred to such mystical 
concepts as the higher law of righteousness, of love and labor,” which 

The^M-r ^ Christianity. 

?e f -llbig to concede 

the possibihty of moral concepts existing independently and out of 

R«oolutton arrd Other Essays (New York 19101 d >57 
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context with the material environment. But for the most part the 
Socialist, whether Marxian or revisionist, believed in a nineteenth- 
century scientific teleology that went marching on impervious to man’s 
will, want, or desire. Evolution, said Debs, is the order of nature, and 
‘‘society, like the units that compose it, is subject to its inexorable 
law.” The words “immutable,” “inevitable,” and “inexorable” appear 
as often in the Socialist vocabulary as the word “scientific,” Despite 
Herbert Spencer’s apotheosis of the competitive society. Professor 
Sidney Hook has noted, the Socialist was attracted to his works. That 
is not surprising. Both Spencer and the Socialist were evolutionists, 
both were materialists, and both saw an order in the economic world 
to which man must bow. The Marxian saw such genuflexion as in¬ 
evitable; Spencer’s only alternative was disaster.^’' 

“Only the man whose hand never touches the realities of life,” 
Senator Albert J. Beveridge of Indiana wrote in 1900, “despairs of 
human progress or doubts the providence of God.” Among the more 
important beliefs that set apart the progressive in 1900 from his more 
conservative fellow was his optimistic attitude toward the nature of 
the universe and man’s place in it. A few progressives believed in a 
benevolent and purposeful God from whom a moral law flowed “as 
universal as the laws of electricity,” by which man was assured of a 
constantly ascending future. The greatest virtue of Christianity, 
William Jennings Bryan believed, was that it gave to life the possibility 
of ' “an unending struggle upward, with no limit to human advance¬ 
ment or development.” In such a benevolent theological climate 
even a temporary defeat might be like one of Theodore Parker’s falls, 
“a fall upward.” The great majority of progressives, however, had 
no sense of an inflexible divine purpose. Even Bryan’s Christianity 
seemed to imply a permissive rather than a mandatory guide to 
progress. A good many progressives, in fact, had lost most of their 
mystical religion. William Kent of California was so doubtful about the 
nature of the Divinity that he refused to express a preference between 
the many contending creeds. He was a member of no church, he 
wrote, “and was equally tolerant of all.” His chief religious affiliation 

Eugene V. Debs, Writings^ pp. 30-33, 119; Social Democrat Herald, 
April 21, 1900; Donald Drew Egbert and Stow Persons, Socudism and Ameri¬ 
can Life (Princeton, 1952), p. 436. 

Albert J. Beveridge, The Meaning of the Times (Indianapolis, 1908), p, 

246. 

William Jennings Bryan, Speeches (New York, 1911), XI, 326. 
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was with the Abraham Lincoln Center of Chicago, a social institution 
interested in ethical and not creedal matters.^® Theodore Roosevelt 
once confided that his whole religious sense was confined in the verse 
of St. James: “I will show my faith by my works.” For most progres¬ 
sive the houble with believing in the doctrine of automatic progress 
under divine inspiration was that it was too much of an open-and-shut 
^air in which man himself was all but excluded. For the progressive 
image of the universe was an open one in which a final score was never 
posted, and m which man himself was the main reactor and one of 
t e u toate caus« of change. Such a view was as antagonistic to 
eo o^cal preordination as it was to a scientific or to an economic 
determmism. “Life,” Theodore Roosevelt wrot^almost paralleling 
e very words of Wilham James—“is a long campaign where every 
wc ory eaves t e ground free for another battle, and sooner or later 
defeat mmes to every man, unless death forestalls it. But the final 
deieat does not and should not cancel the triumph. . . ^ 

Roosevelt, something of a Darwinist, was always a Httle more gloomy 
than the average refonner about the fate of both the individual and 
OTciety, and as a consequence was just that much less a progressive. 

hroughout most of the rhetoric of progressivism, however, the hope 
for pri^ess was as pervasive as it was perfervid. Phrases like “hu- 
m^tys umyersal growth,” “the upward spiral of human develop, 
in Pennanent progress” appeared again and again. Writing 

A • ’ whatever other gods had failed 

^encans still had an intense faith in the future of themselves and 
their soaety. In the nondeteimmed world of the progressive mind the 

orld, as James Imd said, meant both great opportunities and great 
hS the progressive 

behevedhimtobethehopeofearthandheaven.^* 

In the last fine of The Gentleman from Indiana, Booth Tarkin<rton 
Senator Beveridge’s friend from Indiana, alluded to the men from 

19, 190of^iU MSS° January 9, 1922; Memorandum, April 
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midlands as ‘‘the beautiful people.” About the same time Joseph Fels, 
the Philadelphia soap king^ whose purse was usually available for 
progressive causes, denied any validity for the doctrine of “human 
cussedness.” William Allen White of Emporia, Kansas, in one of his 
more optimistic moods, once wrote of “the essential nobility of man,” 
and Tom Johnson, mayor of Cleveland, denied to a group of ministers 
that crime and vice were “the natural consequences of normal human 
impulses.” “In the end the people are bound to do the right thing,” 
Judge Ben B. Lindsey observed, “no matter how much they . . . fail 
at times.” 

This generous estimate of humanity, so typical of the progressive 
mind, was, of course, based upon faith and not upon existing condi¬ 
tions. Theodore Dreiser once had such faith, but then, as he said, he 
saw Pittsburgh. The progressives were also familiar with Pittsburgh. 
They had also seen sin, corruption, and graft throughout the land and 
were quite aware that they were obliged to explain the pervasive ex¬ 
istence of evil in the human act if not in the human mind and soul. 
Most all of the reformers were willing to admit that men had bad 
habits. One small wing of the reform movement, comprising the more 
emotional, doctrinaire, and scholarly individuals, felt that such habits 
were not so much intrinsic as social. “Far deeper” in the human spirit, 
economist Simon Patten wrote, were “noble instincts and swift 
accurate reactions to duty. ...” The devil in the piece was not some¬ 
thing inherent in human nature but rather in society. Evil and ugli¬ 
ness, according to Tom Johnson, were “largely, if not almost wholly, 
products of environment.” Good men were driven out of the course 
they would naturally have followed because of “despair caused by 
inequality of opportunity and the hopelessness of an unequal struggle.” 
That was the trouble with charity. While praising the generous im¬ 
pulse that prompted it, Johnson deplored its effect of keeping men 
“tinkering at a defective spigot” when the bunghole was wide open.^® 

An obvious corollary of the doctrine of the social origins of evil 
was that basically all men were alike. “The difference,” Fremont Older 

24 Mary Pels, Joseph Pels (New Yark, 1916), p, 168; Joseph Fels, a& quoted 
in the New England Review, XLIV (1911), 496; Fremont Older, My Own 
Story (New York, 1926), p. ix; The Public, February 3, 1906; Ben B. Lindsey 
to Rudolph Spreckels, November 3, 1909, Hitchbom MSS. 

25 Simon Patten, The New Basis of Civilization (New York, 1907), p. 205; 
Tom Johnson, My Story (New York, 1911), pp. 43-44. 
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of the San Francisco Bulletin wrote, “usually lies in what happens to 
them.” Lester Ward, the sociologist, gave the u-ssumption Kholarly 
support. As far as he could sec, ability, intelligence, and ener«*v were 
all distributed about equally among men, and the near Jtionopoly of 
these characteristics by the upper economic. cl4‘me,s wan dm* .simply to 
their social advantages. If that was true, of course, there was rampant 
injustice in the world and rampant inefficiency. Rt‘tnov«‘ the itiequalitv 
and the major part of evil would be al)alislH*d. Man wtinhi thi*!> inherit 
his true estate. He would be the honest, a.spiring, JwighfMuly, allVction- 
ate, helpful, and capable individual that Williani Allen U'hite so freely 
wrote about Moreover, society would flourish heeatm* puio.tess wtudd 
then be almost automatic. “Nature will cart* hr pri»ere*»s;‘ Simon Fat¬ 
ten promised, “if men will care for reform.” “ 


rne explanation tor Human evil as coming almost nuallv frtun the 
social environment has happily been calk?d reform Ihirwinism fry 
Professor Eric Goldman.*’' It was, of cotitse, vt*rv eloselv al!it*tl with tfie 
social Darwinism of Herbert Spencer, William Gr.ih.un Summ*r. ami 
Andrew Carnegie, and was the product of the same sort «vf tliin’kiny 
Both hypotheses fully accepted Darwin’.s .‘.xplanation of e{ian*;e in tla* 
natural world; both made the same assumption tlwt the human .md 
natural environments had much the .samt; quality in tiieir pover to 
order animate life. The social Darwinists assumed that the fieree eom- 
petition in nature was the natural and gtxid thing for !,oth .mim.d .ml 
m^. The reform Darwinists denied this was .*«) for man. atul altliourli 
e levmg that man reacts to his environment mticfi a.s ink does m 
a lotter, they still contended that by hook or crex.k some meti at least 
could escape this fatal trap and by reordering tlu* .soeld emhonment 
cnange huraan nature. 


^^^ce m discussing the origins of evil William Dean 1 rowi-lh wrote: 

conditions; we must put some of tin* f.I.mie o« 

andTnlJ “f progresHives. 

people as^Th.!!^^'' f'l Progressive {Kilittcians. Sueh .liverse 

Wilson all asre J<’nnjngs Bryan, atit! Wmntrow 

son ^1 apeed with Howells’ position without pr<**isimr tm, f,,r its 

pWosophre imphcations. The Californian, Chester Roweil, howevm! 
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furtlitr ptinunl tlw iiH'UnitJtt i>f the thn-tritu* for politics. Thert‘ would 
always be temptatkni in stwii'ty ;in«i tiien weak enough to fall for it, 
Rowell wrote, no matter how much effort went into reforming the 
environment. On the other luuul, .s«une men would not fall, “no matter 
how great the strain. Dealing with society, the. tusk is to amend the 
sy.Htetn, htu dt*alim' with the imUvidual man, the task is to reiterate 
forever ‘thott shall nt»t steal,’ ami tolerate t«» exeeptions, excuses or 
palliatiim." Howell's major ohj«H!ti»m to unadulterated reform Darwin¬ 
ism obvittusly remlted from his ilislike t>f its philcwophieal implications 
for th«‘ free nmn. He mlmitteil it wctuUl not dt* to treat men entirely 
as “free miwal agetus” imleptuulent »»f the eomlitions surrounding 
them, hut it was alstt repugnant “to treat them as ptippets, the mere 
creatttrs t»f enviroimient.’* Rowell saw, as a good many other progrt^- 
sivin sensed, that a complete etivirotuuental explanation of evil also 
meant a complete mer hanistic explanation of good from which man 
himself was linhlly t>xrt«detl as a prime force.® 

The progressive so rhetishetl the concept td the fre<‘ individual that 
he c«»uUI not agree to litnit man even if it meant denying him the right 
to «*pt for evil. This hrm belief ol the progressive in man’s choice of 
ways he!(js to exjdain the evang*'lieal t haraeter of th«^ movement, the 
constant stress ot» “the gwxt man." the “moral {K>sitkni,“ “the right 
a*‘tk*n.” IVthafn no othtT American {Htlitical mov«‘nw*nt had such a 
rightmts tone alMiut it. It was, as Klna'r Davis has said, a ixtlitical 
“carnival of purily.** 

Had the average progressive .stop|H*d with the assumption that in¬ 
herently men weiv Ijoth gotnl anti batl, he would tu>t luive been too far 
away from the views of the ttiore iiKKlerate ctmservative. What dis¬ 
tinguished him was his convietion that hmnan eharsicter was malleable 
and that through a stremunts prmttw of mt»ral ami ideological train¬ 
ing it could rapitlly l»e changed. Although 'riitxKlore Roosevelt was 
mort: pessimistic alwmt this jmint than most, he was still convinced that 
txlucation was almady it'sjKuisible for making the average American 
much superior to the average^ Athenian in "moral cleanliniw, family 
life and lelf-wntrol.” The moral ^Jcctive, William Kent felt, could 
l»e rettchi'd Iry fust etlucating and tl«tn letting the force of public 
opinion supply the necewtary cotsreion. Through th«j two there was no 
natuwd computon m the avcri^ man that could not be ovastome, 

i”' Rowell III Lincoln Strfffni, August 1,1908, Rowell MSS, 
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“including the lust for blood, the savage passitu, (,f i«-procii,etioi,. the 
cruder W of theft. . . Some of the more Krie.d p.o.resHiv,.s Wt 
that the work had mostly been done. 'Fhere wiw rui furth.-r need to 
voice Isaiah’s lament: “Therefore art^ t,ty jieople gone into eaptilv 
because they have no knowledge.” All that obstrneied th,> ma.rh into 
Canaan'w^ a silenced and muffled public opiniott. Oner it was free 

Aden White wrote, public opinion was “God movim,^ among nt’l 

r?nd • • - '{“'voiee of thef.eo ! ' 

IS indeed the voice of God/* ^ ^ 

“I fear the plutocracy of wealth,” William Jennings Bmtn s d.I -I 

fith in ^ a„.l I i, 

«cnJnTC^l'rsz: "r-r-r 

democratic nrocess Tt ^<,0 .1 * afuntt the 

reason of the heart’ solvit Zh **»' 

the age’s optimism and Ae intr™uctbn"of“”^ “ ‘Iveisimts. 
political devices so accentuated it that the ve^‘prh/iXf 

and wrong, ,„d capacity.^hm Snin f “"'7 

“with it Ae right and duty so to ebo ^ ‘‘‘hteation, e.uried 

self-government.” This postulation o7T’^ *'**^*' 

was confronted with a series of 

seeds of course in radical protestanZr??•' 

from Ae nineteenth-century detenninkm A “ 

in fact, Ae right to choose^a, *^™tmsm. Among son,,, ptogressives, 

to choose wLly. Th/fm IT 

Roosevelt’s statement thal tT objccmd to Thoodor; 
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ability to bo right. “DriiuH-nu y,” Wilhuxi observed in a parting shot, 
'% a .soul satisfying thing.” ** 

This ardent belief in the right to ch<xi.s<; carried with it some im¬ 
portant corollaries. ()ne of .such even questioned the validity of repre¬ 
sentative governnient. I’ht' nuMlern pcditical problem, according to 
William Kent, was much like the one confronting die early Protestants 
of how to do away with the intermediaries between themselves and 
their (Jod, “Feoph‘,” Kent wrott', “nuist get nearer the grub pile and 
lU'arer to their (hivermnental agencies." Bryan said much the smne 
thing in denying that a rt'pft««‘ntative had the right to defeat the will 
of the people who elected him. Moreover, if the voice of the people 
wjw the voice of (Jod, then nothing should stand in its way, not a 
governiiMuital ageney, nor past eKjH*rimce, nor <>ven the word of the 
expert. In fact, "the scientific sovirg," its Bryan later lahtded a part of 
the* inieliigentsia, wa.s often a menuc<‘. So was a huge consolidated and 
patinn.distic governnw'nt, I'he way to have the Golden Age, as one of 
the characters of William Dean Howells rtmiarketl, was "to elect it by 
the Australian sif ret ballot.” 

Bryan’s fear of an "arisuH racy of learning" that wtndd inspire action 
contrary to the will of the jH*oph* was not without some grounds even 
as early ;w IfMMl. At the Ghicago Trust Gonh'renci* of 1899, and again 
at the 19(H1 meetint' of the AitH'rican Economic Association, the great 
majority of tlw* economists agreed that business competition in the old 
sense hatl practically disapjM'aretl in many litiCH of American indirstry. 
While opjKMed to monopoly, they looked upon combination in both in- 
tlustry iukI tabor a.H inevitable atid indeed in the national welfare. The 
new movement, it was felt, would provide more goods at lower cMts, 
etisure slearlier ami higher wages to workers, soften the impact of de¬ 
pressions by stabili/ing the «*C(>nomy, and make the nation better able 
to comjHge on worhl maikets. “Few, if any of u.s," a leading economist 
wnite, "wmiht Iik*‘ to .see a return to the era of the small shopkeeper 
and industrialists.” 


« Tht €}tnlmk, XCVI (1910), §18; Chwta D. Willard to ITieodow Ro«i«- 
velt, (i'), 1911, Hoosrvrlt MtiS. 
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But a return to the old competitive system of sniaii units was piv. 
cisely what a good many progressiva wanted. The eomhinatinn move, 
ment, they argued, was datroying the historic nation in w hieh tiie small 
industrialist and shopkeeper, the farmer, and the lalwuer were free to 
be their ora men and to change their .station in life as their whim, or 
their abilities, and ambition warranttxl. The “curse of hi*>,i»'ss’' de. 
strayed economic freedom and thus pr'notud fnsslom. The Ihiited 
States, srid the future justice of the Supreme Court. Ltatis I). Hr.indeis. 
was rapidly beconoing a nation in which the privilevred few at the ton 
had great freedom and all the rest of the pwple were "more and more 
a class of employees.” Granted, the new .systetn mi.dit provid,. mtne 
goods, and even more of a chance to rise, hut the w.rv ttpward. ev- 
postulated one prc^essive, was only “by ohedietwe.” Moirovei thi.s 
new industrial “military system” would become inereasiredv ”.*livt..’rehi’. 
c^,” and in the end threatened to beeome “monarchical, tlvn.istic.” '* 
early such men were not talking in term.s of market romlitums atttl 
pnce relationships, as were the professional economints, hut rather 
about the conditions and relatioas of human fri>edom. 

Most of the progressive politicians who opimsed consi.lidated in- 
dustn^sm were as could be expected, fram the r.-«io«w of hums and 
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burglaury,” Br>'an JStid, as to talk of federal control of trusts. In 1900 
both Bryan atul Robert La Follette proposed that all interstate corpo¬ 
rations Ih' given .1 federal license, and when any business controlled 
over 25 to HO per cent of the total in the region it be denied a further 
license to tlo business. I’he following year Governor Cumnrins of Iowa 
sugge.sted that the protective tariff Ik‘ abolished automatically on all 
trust-made gtuHls. Such schemes, plus the vigorou-s use of the Sherman 
Antitrust Act, it was felt, would stop the movement toward industrial 
cetttrali/alion without crt'ating a ceittralized btireaucratic government, 
tknernor John A. Johnson of Minnesotji had both in mind when he 
called uiMui the Miiklle We„st to “overthrow the new paternalism and 
plunder. . . * 

In lf)t I ‘rhemhue Roosevelt deftly put his finger on one of the more 
basic fault lines nmning through the progressive mind, whlA tihreat- 
ened t«» split the vvlade mtnement and imperil its succas. The pro¬ 
gressives, Ri«isevelt hmiented, had “gone to {lieces” largely because 
they were at war with themselves over a basic economic program: 
“Half of them are really representative of a kind of^ rural toryism, 
which wishes to attempt the imjKmible task of returning to the eco¬ 
nomic conditions that obtainerl sixty years ago. 1 he other half wishes 
to go forward along the proper lines, that is, to recognize the in- 
evitablene.ss anti the necessity t.f combinations in business, and meet it 
by a ct>rresjM«itUng ijicr«‘ase in governmental power over big business; 
but at the same time thest: real progressives are hampered by being 
obliged coniinually t<» pay lip loyalty to their colleagues, who, at 
bt»ttt»m, are not progressive at all, but retrogresstve. 

Roosevtdl’s |K»sition on tht* industrial cpiestion was vigorously sup- 
{xirteil by a great many eastern progressives and intellectuals. Among 
the leaders of this group were men like Charies G. Bonaparte of Balti¬ 
more; George W. Berkins, the Htiancier from the. house of Moigan; the 
industrialist Andri'w Carnegie, who by 1910 had changed his mind 
ulxiut Herbert Spencer and social Darvwnism; Lyman Abbott, minister, 
wlitor of Thf Outlook: and the speculative Journalists, Walter Lipp- 
mann and Heribert Croly. The new Industrie conrolidation, they 
argued, was “an inevitable featunt” of modern civilization and goyem- 
ment regulation of the industrial world, and ownerahip d 

monopolistic concerns was necessary. Democratic govenmaent would 

^Th» PubUe. June 30, IMi; Nye, MidmHtrn Pmgrttdoe PoMes. p. 238. 

»T Itao*«,*.lt to Alfred W. Cooley. AugMt 29, 1911, Roosevelt MSS. 
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IKiIitician. llitse siuiu' vtHc<‘s that depreciated the “purposeless indi¬ 
vidual" aiul the “eaufused clamor of the crowd” logically celebrated 
the rising power of the state. Both Croly and Abbott were for “a 
strong and re.sp<tn.sible executivt;.” “The nation,” Croly stated, “has 
an iiulividuality <»f its own.” *Tt has a right,” Ablnitt supplemented, “to 
d«» whatev«‘r it hods to Ix' for the interest of its self as a whole,” pro- 
vidi'd it acts within the framework of divine sanction.'’’® 

A dt'ep anti significant ideological rift existed between the two wings 
of progressivism r«‘presented by I.ouis Brandeis and William Jennings 
Biyan tin the one haiul and by Herbert Croly and Lyman Abbott on 
the other. Tht' tint' sehotil cherished the competitive system with its 
Imlivitlual values anti ft'aied the imwerful statti; the other welcomed 
coneentratt'd pttwfr whether in indnstty or jKilitics, looked to a pa- 
tt*rnalistic state staffed by an edticated elite for leacienhip, and de- 
preeiatetl individualism. A compromist* position, of course, existed. 
Henry Demarest Lltiyti, for one, believed that it wm possible to ag- 
grantli/e the {Kiwer of the intUvidual simultanetnisly with the aggran- 
di/ement of the state st» that the individual would remain in control of 
the ceiurali«*tl {wiliticiil apparattw. And Walter Weyl hoped for a 
s(K;iali/ation of industry without barring profits, and which would not 
carry with it the "economie fatalism'’ of socialism that made society 
everything and the iiulividual notliing. llu're would still be room in 
such a system, William Kent believed, for people like himself, “oppor¬ 
tunists,” who to the ortluHlox Swialists were “the tdtimate of all evils.” 
I'his “New Imlividualism," Charles McCarthy of Wisconsin hoped, 
wouhl seeine all the KtK'ialist Ji-ssets without sacrificing the individual 
virtues.*** 

In I'RRl, ami imh-etl even a decade later, it wa.s too early to tell 
which of thi'se two contradicting progressive phibsiophies would «tab- 
lish itself a» the dominant creed of the new movement, or whether an 
acceptable <-ompromise cotdd be found. 'I'he ideological glue that held 
the progtessixe [Ktsitkin together as against either conservatism or 

*» Tht Mtm Yark Timti, May 8, 1911; Beveridge, Meaning of tht Timss, pp. 
tlioty, of Artmkan Life, pp. 46, 317, 342, 42.3; Walter 

Lippm.Hi»i, Drift md Marterv (New York, 1914), p. 24; Lyman Abbott, 
‘■I'mit.ui l)e«tH»rr.«v,‘' The Outlook, I.XXIX (IfHW), 1006 11)11. 

tleiiry Dem.iresi Lloyd, The h'omreign People (New York, 1907), cited in 
Aiirtwi, Men of Good Hope, p. 163; Waller Weyl, The New Demoeraey (New 
York, 1912). p, 27ti; William Kent to Edward M. Winslow, October ID, 1911, 
Kent MSS. 
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^Msm, however, was quite apparent. A belief in an open universe 

mabc escalator into the future was central to the creed. Also at its 
W was a belief m the doctrine of possible progress based upon the 

had the power through his intellect and moral sense to chanre his en 
VHonment. A devotion to Christian ethics, if not to ChristiS r^yS' 
^ and an ardent desire to apply such ethics to the daily life of the 
cor^onwealth also motivated progressive thinking. When thLe prt 

jenerson, Jackson, Lincoln, and the Ponnlkts tbo 

stand dearlv u- t'opunsts, the progressive was to 

fdU V K ^ conservative and his more radical 

feUow citiz^. Just how far these principles could be t^anriated into 
^htical achievements was paxtiaUy dependent upon the progressive 
pohtician, who already by 1900 had made his ap^arance in chyTrS 
state governments throughout the nation ^ ^ 



In N«*w Yttrk, Jrwy City, Chicnget, St. Louts, and Mititicnpohs, and in 
fiau Frant’isfo anti Lt»s An^flns, tin* tale rt'Jtd imtch the same: city 
coundli for »Ie and mayors protecting criminals; water, gsts, and 
street-railway franchiset granted for fifty years or more to private cor- 
jxirations with the legal rigitt to chargt* exorbitant fvtm; police whose 
«larie* were regularly enhaticed by contributions from houses of 
prostitution and other noxioi* institurions; and politiciaas with sudi 
name* u “Bsth Tub” John Ckwghlin and “Hinky Dink” Kcnna who 
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The defects in ntunicipa, life and g^e™„„, 
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a subject of Datiotial discussion in the nineties. Within the five years 
after its fcmnding in IllflfK The Ameriem Jmrnal of Sociology carried 
some thirteen scholarly articles dealing in a critical fashion with some 
phase of urban !if«\ During the same period numerous questioning 
articles made their appearance in the more popular magazines. Dr. 
Albert Shaw's studies of Engl^h city governments in his Review of 
Remm were objective and influential; a series by James D. Phelan 
in the Afcna carried concrete suggestions for reformation by the prac¬ 
ticing rr‘fcirm iiiaytu* of San Francisco. Phelan’s demands for public 
ownership of mmiiripal utilities, home rule, and provisions for direct 
legislation were idalwrated in IIB0 by Frank Parsons in his clinical and 
muckraking volume. The €iiy for the People. A year later Gustavus 
Myers wrote A l/blnrv o/ Public Fnmehises in N*w York CUy and 
followetl it with The Ilktory of Tmnmany HalL'^ 

Meanwhile in dozens of the nation’s major cities small groups of 
reforitKTH had already remit* together, usually in nonpartisan organiza^ 
tiom, to discuss fMWsible cures for the ills of city life. Such a group in 
Chicago coalt*Hced around the leadewhip of Cliarles R, Crane, Walter 
li. Fis!im\ Victor F. Lawson, and William Kent. Another such group 
was formtal by Dr. Jtdin Randolph Haynes of I^os Angeles to further 
the iiiovr for direct legislaiiom Haynes’s organization soon became 
state-wicit* and elicited the support «if such California reformers as 
Jamt*s D, Phelan, Rudolph Spntekeh, and President Jordan of Stanford 
University. In lllfH the National Municipal League was organized, 
and by the luid of the century Municipal Ownership lamgues, City 
(Jlulw, and Direct Legislation Leagues ipott<*d the land. All were 
nonpartkin; all wi*re reftirirwninded.*^ 

The* iictatnipitslimenli of these municipal reform organizations were 
not negligilde. At a ttmt* whcui Bryan and his grais-rooted agrarian 
disciples wett* If*ading the national reform movement to defeat under 
the Deiiwicratic banner, th<*se lumpartisan organizations were conduct¬ 
ing a national campaign of education in stn^et-corner politics. Here 
and there across the lantl th<‘y even succeeded in doing more than 
iiittoctriiiating. After four unsuccessful attempts, Sim Francisco 

^ See, for rmutifilc. James D. Fhelan, ‘*Mimiei|)al Conditions and the New 
Charter” ihmrkmi. XXVIII (ISflll), 104-111, in which Phelan citei the 
works of Lr. Albert Shaw. 

An iiiterr?iiifig acrouni it! the hirmatbii of the Chicago reform group by 
Williaifi Kent is to lie hnind In an undated manuicript in the William Kent 
Collection, ¥ide Uiiiveriity. 
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Jones soon gained a national reputation when he was elected mayor 
as a fusion candidate of the Republicans and a local reform groups in 
1897^ only to repudiate the Republican machine that had supported 
him a short time before. Trouble developed when Jones refused to 
make the political payments expected by the regular politicians. What 
was worse, he insisted on infusing city government with his golden rule 
philosophy. One of his first deeds was to establish an open-air church 
where men of all faiths, including Jews and Catholics, preached and 
worshipped. Thereafter he took clubs away from the city police; es¬ 
tablished a free lodginghouse for tramps, free kindergartens, play¬ 
grounds, and night schools; constructed a municipal golf course; and 
set a minimum wage of $1.50 a day for municipal common labor when 
the prevailing wage was one dollar or less. Since every citizen of 
Toledo was a ‘^member of the family,” no man had the right, he de¬ 
clared, to enslave another by political or economic bonds. Jones soon 
came to believe that “of all forms of capital” public ownership was 
the only economic system consistent with Christian ethics, whose 
political expression was democracy. “Private ownership,” he remarked, 
“is a high crime against democracy.” Jones was quickly deserted by 
the regular politicians and their machines. In 1903 both major parties 
campaigned against him, and the three Toledo newspapers even re¬ 
fused to print his letter accepting the nomination by a group of inde¬ 
pendents. Nevertheless, he ran four times, won four times, died in 
office, and was succeeded by his disciple. Brand Whitlock.^ 

The same year that Toledo first elected “Golden Rule” Jones, San 
Francisco elected James D. Phelan mayor of San Francisco. Phelan, a 
wealthy banker, had been an anti-Bryan Democrat in 1896 at the same 
time he was allied with Rudolph Spreckels of the wealthy sugar family 
and the San Francisco Merchants’ Association in a demand for the 
public ownership of the city’s streetcar, telephone, water, gas, and 
electric services. During two years of effort San Francisco obtained a 
reform charter. But Phelan’s administration and the businessmen’s 
reform movement was abruptly ended by the famous strike of January, 
1901, which resulted in the Union Labor party’s victory of the fol¬ 
lowing fall. 

The reform spirit seemed to be moving rapidly in American cities 
in 1901. Seth Low, wealthy merchant, university president, and philan- 

*Tke Outlook^ LXXIV (1903), 73; Russel Nye, Midwestern Progressive 
Politics (East Lansing, 1951), p. 186. 
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describing the corruption of the St. Louis government and another by 
Ida Tarbell the following month, originating a popular and sharply 
critical history of the Standard Oil Company, a revolution occurred in 
the periodical press. When McClure’s sales soared skyward, Munsey’s, 
Cosmopolitan, Everybody’s, Hampton’s, Pearson’s, Success, and even 
some of the more elite publications sought to copy the same formulas. 
As the American appetite for the new literature appeared to be in¬ 
satiable, a large group of the nation’s first-rate periodical writers were 
attracted to the movement. In addition to Lincoln Steffens and Ida 
Tarbell, Upton Sinclair, Mark Sullivan, Ray Stannard Baker, David 
Graham Phillips, Charles E. Russell, Samuel Hopkins Adams, and a 
host of lesser talents joined the campaign of exposure. Collectively 
their articles pried into practically every political, economic, and moral 
problem of the age. They attacked the evils of city, state, and national 
government, labor unions, big business. Wall Street, life insurance, the 
press, the medical profession, the food industry, child labor, women’s 
inequality, prostitution, and the drug trade. Heavily factual in content, 
critical in tone, and full of righteous but optimistic indignation, the 
average muckrake article presented no curative proposals, but simply 
sought to give the average citizen a scientific description of what was 
wong with the varied sectors of American life. Taken as a whole, the 
mpact of the muckrake literature was enormous. Before this journal¬ 
istic crusade had run its course, few literate Americans could have any 
real feelings of complacency about their civilization. Steffens’ pain¬ 
fully specific series of articles describing the wayward governmental 
operations of one major city after another, for example, was calculated 
to awaken even the most patriotic citizen to the evils in his home town. 
And a later series on urban reformers made him aware of what had 
been accomplished elsewhere. Within six years after Steffens’ “Shame 
of the Cities ’ series had appeared, formidable reform movements had 
appeared in Philadelphia, Chicago, Kansas City, Minneapolis, Los 
Angeles, and San Francisco.® 

Meanwhile, some of America’s major cities had become the centers 
of another sort of reform activity, which had been inspired abroad. 
After visiting English settlement houses, Jane Addams came back to 
her native Illinois to establish, in 1889, Chicago’s Hull House. Around 

® Steffens, Autobiography, p. 365. See also Louis Filler, Crusaders for Ameri¬ 
can Liberalism (New York, 1939); and Cornelius G. Regier, The Era of the 
Muckrakers (Chapel Hill, 1932). 
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neglipble. The city also «ther passed or inspired the passage of the 
first significant labor, housing, and public health legislation. Although 
the Grangers were res^jonsibfe for the introduction of the regulatory 
OMaamission, it was the city that first iwjd it » dRfectively, on such a 
scale, and in such an intimate fashion that its virtues were brought 
hone to the maaes of the people. To a larger degree than has been 



recc^naed, it was the city that both btaad the way and supplied the 
pmssurt! for tht* passage of much of die state regulatory enactments in 
the new century,* 

In Nt)vtfmlM‘r, If(02, the Ohio legislature passed a new municipal 
code for cilia with a population of over 5,000 jwople. 'I’he code took 
much of the appointive power away from mayors and placed it in the 

® Harold U. Faulkner, Th« for Social JuHkc (New York, 1981), p. 
127; Henry F. Oriffin, “'I'he Rising Tide of Skrciallsm,’’ The Outlook, G (1912), 
« 8 . 
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city council or in the governor of tlie state. It wa.s otniously aitned at 
Ohio’s radical mayors.^® Johnson and Jonc.s fount! in t)!u<» what Mark 
Fagan and Geoige Record found in Jersey City at>d wluit Josepli Folk 
encountered in St. Louis. Since the city w;ls tlte .st'rvant of the state 
urban control was not enough; to reform tht> city tint* Itatl tt> reftum 
the statehouse and the governor’s mansion. Pingree, Jont's, Jtdmson, 
Folk, Phelan, Record, Kent, Spreckels, and Crane can'itai tlteir tutu-e- 
ments to the state, either leading a reform crusatie or supjuirting one. 
Even when their personal stars fell, they carritnl to tht> state .i new 
street-comer political philosophy based ujKm .such urlnm things a.s 
utility franchises, tenement houses and sluias, public health, th«' scK-ial 
conditions of women and children, factory legislatitm. anti the war in 
the streets between capital and laljor, George Reronl’s "New Idea” 
Republicans never did obtain a majority in New Jersey, hut as their 
historian has said, “the remarkable Wilson legislatiotj of IPI1 would 
have been impossible without them.” " When this new middle-elass, 
urban-minded reform strain wa.s added to the okler agrarian one,' 
the existing political structure with its ideological and economic im- 
plications began to cnimble. 


the stages of corruption” in each of the forty-five states. Six .states 
were indicated as free from corruption, thirti'en as p.utia!!v *'ormt>t. 
twenty-five as wholly cormpt.‘^ To this French charge there were a 
few indignant replies but no blanket denials, for nuist inh.muHl Ameri- 
^s admitted the general condition. State hgislatures have sehlom 
een the focus of much public opinion. 'Fheir actions have been too 
remote from the immediate experience of the citi/«-n atul t<«. <livoreed 
rom the more exciting national ksue.s to elicit .sustained pulilie interest, 
egis ative candidates, nominated by a party caucus in lf)(K), were 

their speeches were often carried in the aveTage (u*w.sp.u)er. 'Fheir 
pre^o i^rT ; I^^^l^tures in the post-Civil WaJ jlriod fell 

boss almost a 1 tntentsts m many of th.‘ state.s matle a 

almost a necessity to act as an hone.st broktrr. Chmeral Ihayton. 

” Literary Digest, XXIV (1902), 543. 

1946),'5'°m ■ Progfissimm Before WUwn (IVincctoti, 

'' Literary Digest, XKXl (1905), 795. 
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the blind boss of Rhode Island,” boasted proudly that he never had 
to solicit any business. Since he ran the Republican campaign every 
year, he was in a position “to be of service to men all over the state,” 
and thus both the corporations and politicians came to him to iron out 
their differences. Brayton, without a public office, had a room in the 
state Capitol, which he held even after the election of a Democratic 
governor in 1903, who had charged him with wholesale corruption. 
Smilingly depreciating the power of the governor, the “general” ad¬ 
mitted that he ran the state, but maintained that his power was neces¬ 
sary to make the processes of government work and “to look after the 
interests” of the corporations which had retained him.^^ 

In some states the most powerful United States senator became the 
official arbiter and representative of corporate interests. Matthew 
Quay of Pennsylvania and Thomas C. Platt of New York held the 
dominant corporation voice in their respective statehouses for years 
at the same time they sat in the Senate at Washington. New Jersey was 
operated by a collegium. One of the senators, John Kean, specialized 
in independent city utilities; the other, John F. Dryden, was a director 
of the New Jersey Public Service Corporation and president of the 
Prudential Life Insurance Company. The chief justice of the state 
supreme court, the attorney general, the state comptroller, the com¬ 
missioner of banking and insurance, and a majority of the state board 
of taxation were all former employees of the Pennsylvania Railroad. 
Except for an occasional conflict, this divided control apparently 
worked well for the few at the top. “We’ve got everything in the state 
worth having,” Thomas N. McCarter commented, “except Trenton 
street cars and Elizabeth gas. . . .” McCarter was president of the 
New Jersey Public Service Corporation, a director of the Prudential 
Life Insurance Company, and one-time attorney general of the state 
and chairman of the Republican State Committee. At the time of the 
remark his brother, Robert H. McCarter, was attorney general as well 
as counsel for two important railroads.^^ 

In the Middle West conditions were much the same. After a long 
career in state politics as a member of the inner group, United States 
Senator Isaac Stephenson wrote that he believed as true the boast of 
one of Wisconsin’s chief corporation lobbyists that no bill “had passed 

13 New York Evening Post, March 25, 1903; The Outlook, LXXIII (1903), 
746—747. 

1 ^ Noble, New Jersey Progressivism, pp. 6—11. 
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for sixteen years without their approval.” Further to the \ve.st, wiiere 
one or two corporations, usually railrttads, towert'd almve all their 
species, the state legislature and the dominant {tolitieal in;whint‘ Ihs 
came sort of ancillary bureaus to tiie main business ♦dliees of the firm. 
Sometimes such political power was stt pervasive that it hoi-ame V(‘xa- 
tious. Collis P. Huntington, president of the Southern Paeitie Railroad, 
observed bitterly that political matters t)ften trK>k more of his time than 
railroad operation. ‘If a man wants to becomt' eonst.tbh',” fie com¬ 
plained, “he thinks he has first to come down to Fourtli and 'Pownsend 
Streets to get permission.” “ But constabk's anti other miiuir frustra¬ 
tions aside, the game seemed to be worth the esindle ftir the uUert stt'd 
corporations, the bosses, and the indivitlual m<*mber of tlu* !egislature.s. 
During the 1903 Folk investigation in Mis,*iouri, one insignifieaut uuun- 
ber of the state le^slature ttstified tfiat he fiad n'ceived alnnit $r» tKK) 

S, b'xt 

biU, $500 for his vote on the St. Louis Transit bill, another for 

voting no on a number of measures, and most of tfte rest as a sal.uy 
from the lobby for taking care of the railroad. Wfiere .suefi sums of 
money originated was clear from the testimony produeetl in tfie New 
ork life insurance investigations, one executive testifying tfiat fiis 
rompany^alone had spent dost to a millkm dollars in five yr.us 
opping undesirable legislation.” But fitiyontl sucfi material matters 

»«»nuire in- 

n. . whether it was not tme tfiat tfirougfi fiis con- 

necuons with die New York bo.s.s, Odell, he fiad jmwerfld {K,!iti<-al 

Presley in Frank Noms’s Octopus urged the fanners of Muscle Slougfi 
use error against the Southern Pacific Railroad anti co-operating 
co^orauons because no odier means of protest existed, 

them”he’co^cLe?“rh 

m, tie concluded, there is no redress.” ‘ 

PoSjr^'''" weil-endowed corporations 
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fenged during the late nineteenth century save for the rural areas 


orK maae metr appearana. 
mrecate Roosevelt’s refonn 


the short length of his term and the nature of New York politics, he 
was at least as successful as Altgeki or Pingret^. I'he chief reform pro- 


opp«it»n and pubhc indifference. It was not until Robert La Follette 
di'feated the Wis«-ousin regular maehint* in 1900 that the reform move¬ 
ment really got started. La FoUette’s election as governor seemed to 
st;irt a chain reaction of revolt in the agricultural Mitldle West. A year 


and ewntuaJly down me entire tier of 8tat« immediately west, from 
North Dakota to Kanm. 

The earli«#t and probably the ablest of thae refonn governors, 
La Follette, was also fairly typical. His family, from early fanning 
stiH'k, had moved west fioin Virginia to Kentucky, to Indiana, and then 
to PrimK*. Wi«»insin. where Robert was bom. As a youth he at- 


tuai umuence oi its etmcauy mmueti presinent, jonn nascoin. wiuun 
seven months after his graduation he was admitted to the bar, and 
in the saiiii^ year, without consulting the local political b«s, he an- 
r 

machine, this young man in a hurry won the nomination and election. 
Four years later he anmmneed his camlidacy for Congress in the ssui« 
fiishion ami was elected. During his three terms in Congress, from 
IfMJS to 1H;H, he was a regular Republican, supporting high tariffs 
and the other party iMues so effectively that he ww placed on the 
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1900 Sawyer was dying, and with him went most of the power of the 
old machine. After an understanding with the railroads and with the 
i^lar RepubHcans, La Follette was able to wage a successful 
hannony campdgn and without serious opposition won the office 
that had eluded him for so long.^® 

When Robert La Follette first became governor of Wisconsin he 
was forty-^e years old. Short of stature, but with iron both in his hair 
and his character, and with little fun in his stem and rather dour 
nature, he was a bom leader, especially of minority causes. La Follette 
once remarked that he could no more compromise than he could add 
twenty years to his life simply by wishing it. He fancied himself some- 
w at of an actor, and perhaps it is revealing that he was as happy 
ecjunng on or riding one of Shakespeare’s tragedies as he was lead- 
mg an uphiU political stoggle or castigating the opposition from a 
pubhc rostrum. A man of intense convictions, his hfe revolved around 
irfallible principles instead of falHble men. By the end of his life he 

d^btTn 1 T' ^ associates, and it is 

doubtful whether outside of his family he ever had a close and warm 

and almost inhumanly energetic, he and a few 
^ates had bmlt a pohtical machme in Wisconsin based upon the 
^ f^er in the intenor and the laborer in the lake-shore cities 
Never I^ng Im conviction that he was the tribune of Wisconsin’s 

Ttaoughot his He La FoLte “1l “a!*- 

passed L'S7.''S,rr'’ 

somewhat different But tbp i • ^ Follette, might have been 

a disec. pri..7^Slt.d fS? 

to spur him to prodigious ene°r^^ He remf rkT°^'* 
that given the primary he nnH °tice to a colleague 

pnmary he and his associates could “hold this state for- 

C» „d F* L. Fone», 4 4 ^" H 
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ever.” After a long and grim struggle La FoUette first succeeded in 
getting a reform majority in the legislature, and then in the course of 
three terms he inspired the most comprehensive reform program in the 
history of American state government down to 1933. Under his con¬ 
tinuous demands and regular scoldings, the Wisconsin legislature 
enacted a direct primary law, established an efficient railroad rate 
commission, substantially increased taxes on railroads and corporations, 
and passed a civil service act, an antilobbying law, a conservation and 
water power franchise act, and a state banking control measure. 
Although not passed until after La FoUette had gone to the United 
States Senate, a state income tax, the first of its kind, was due almost 
entirely to his support By 1906 when La FoUette left for the Senate, 
Wisconsin had earned the name Theodore Roosevelt later gave it: 
“the laboratory of democracy.” And for the next forty years, whenever 
La FoUette and his political legatees were in power, they gave the state 
the most efficient, honest, and progressive government it has ever had, 
before or since. 

When La FoUette went to the United States Senate in 1906, he was 
still a regular RepubUcan. Throughout the early tempestuous years in 
Wisconsin he had remained steadfast in his support of the national 
Republican party. In 1896 he had supported McKinley for the 
nomination and campaigned for him against Bryan during the election. 
He did the same in 1900, defending both imperialism and the Dingley 
Tariff Act from the stump. But if he was still a regular RepubUcan, he 
was an uncommonly independent one. And his Wisconsin governorship 
clearly foreshadowed what his relations to his party would be when 
once he took his seat in the upper house of the national govemment.^^ 

Throughout the nineties the dominant voice in Iowa politics be¬ 
longed to the railroads which fanned out from Chicago and ran west 
through the state. The Chicago, BurUngton and Quincy, the Chicago, 
Milwaukee and St. Paul, and the Chicago and Northwestern railroads 
each had its individual poUtical representatives; but because of his 
native abiUty Nathaniel W. Hubbard, representing the Northwestern 
Railroad, usually spoke on most important matters for the railroad 
community. Wherever Iowa politicians gathered, the remark was often 
heard that whoever was governor in name, the real governor in eco¬ 
nomic matters, at least, was Hubbard.^® Until 1901 Hubbard had no 

Maxwell, La FoUette and the Rise of the Progressive, p. 25. 

Cyrenus Cole, I Remember, I Remember (Ames, Iowa, 1936), p. 178. 
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^ e than the usual difficulties in coining to understandings with the 
mgning owa pohticians. The incumbent governor at the time, L. M. 
Shaw, Senator W. B. Allison, and Speaker of the House D. B. Hender¬ 
son, who coUectively dominated the more formal poHtics of the state, 
were not un^pathetic to rafiroad interests. But in the autumn of 
lyui, ^bert Baird Cummins, against the combined opposition of this 
taumvirate, the railroads, and the state’s leading newspapers, was 
nommated and elected governor. Cummins belonged to one of the 
most important legal firms in the state, which had regularly repre¬ 
sen e the major railroads. But the politically ambitious Cummins had 
never ^en satisfied with the treatment he had received from the Iowa 
epu machine. After gainmg a popular reputation as the chief 
counsel m a legal battle against the so-called barbed-wire trust, he 
announc h^elf as a candidate for governor on an antimonopoly, 
^ti^oad, low-tariff platform. Once governor, he ralhed most of 
foe dissident sentiment to his side and began battle against foe reign- 
g conservativ^. For foe next seven years he crusaded for foe opening 
of foe channels of trade fairly and fully to all comers” and gainst 

• , ^^ ° railroads to sit in political conventions or occupy seats 

m legislative chambers.^^ 

thi foe dominant railroads shared political power with 

^ch foe same as m Wisconsin and Iowa. Here again popular rebellion 
^nst corporate control appeared almost as soon as foe Spanish- 

T by cor- 

to 1904, felt the necessity to carry on an anticorporation canvass at 
^ery decuon. Tiring of the Republicans “talking sweet and acting 

who 

become^a if ^ ^ Republican, he had 

^rin isrh'^H ^ 

^r. In 1896 he deserted Bryan to become a Gold Democrat. He 
mte vehement editonab against foe efforts of radicals to array class 
^mt class and was presented in 1907 to eastern Democrats as an 
^ ryan prudential candidate who was neither a reformer nor a 
savior of soaety” but “a man of the people” who “looked well in 
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evening rNevertheless, in his two terms as governor, Johnson 
secured part of the prt>grain that La Follette and Cummins were ad¬ 
vocating in Wisconsin and lowa.®^ 

lliroiighoiit the n*st of the western Middle West the political pat¬ 
tern was much the same m it was in Wisconsin, Iowa, and Minnesota* 
W. R* Stubbs, a millionaire Republican businessman, engineered a 
successfttl revolt against the machine in Kansas in 1904. The smne 
year DcautMTat Joseph iudk became the reform governor of Missouri 
against the ctMtibined t41brts of the corporations and the party regulars, 
and Coe Crawford, running on a *'La Follette program” in South 
Dakota, prepartHi the way for Iiis successful mce for governor in 1906* 
Crawford won in South Dakota, while John Burke> a Democrat, was 
idf'cted %nvmmt of North Dakota to serve three terms filled with 
refiirim 

At almost the i;iine time tliat the western portion of the Middle 
Wt\it was revtdting against conseivative corfioration jiolitics, a similar 
if not m iclentirat movement was taking place in the agricultural 
btHtlli* In t!Mll Jeff Davis won the governorship of Arkansas. Three 
years later James K* Vardanian uj»et the ruling political class in 
Missiwippi to becTiiiie governor, and in 1906 Hoke Smith was elected 
in Ch^orgta. Following the pattern set by that unlettered son of the red 
soil, Benjamin R. Tillman of South Carolina, all of these men over¬ 
came tfie dominant corporation-minded conservative democratic ma- 
chini*s by appt*aling to the “patclwd breeches and one gallus vote” of 
the iKKir whites* Vardanian campaigned in an eight-wheel lumber 
wagon drawn by miiiierous yokes of oxen, and Jeff Davis, it was 
said, was newr once caught in certain parts of Arkansas with his 
coat on or his shoes polklied. All of these rebels profited from the 
Populist antipathy toward the southern eccuiornic and cultural elite 
classes* Smith of Georgia, in fact, owed his election in part to the 
Siipfjort of Tom Watson, Bryan’s running mate on the Populist ticket 
in 1896 and one of the last of the Populists* They were also helped by 
the clirtTt primary, or supported it vigorously once they gained office. 
But white they simxl for tin* supremacy of the *Ved neck and wool hat” 
elements, they were tmiiett in curtailing the political rights of Negroes. 
During one of his many anti-Negro spc^echi's, Vardaman shouted that 
**God Almiglity had created the Negro for a menial” By die use of the 

»®WlnllrfHl Cl Ifeliiiei, J^hu d, J§hmm, Th$ Feapk^s Gmirmr (Miniie- 
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grandfather clause, they were able 

s^mTtimlth^ sLth at the 

me tune they were disfranchising the Negro. 

often^aToDted T governors were weU educated, they 

both ITT P-i>^dice 

! PP set the pattern for the 

and setbacW^^N ^ for half a century. But as they baited the wealthy 
and It- u ^ ^egro for a generation or more, they also secured real 

^Mte Belf? “eritid class,Te p^ol 

regLlatfon S rf M antimonopolistic measures, stricter 

"S to Prills P^“"g l--Wof con. 

merit While VaT ^ ^ P^* °f their achieve- 

insurance rn ^ ^^hansas, “Little Jeff” Davis virtually ran the 

itablf* • f °ut of the state, secured better budgets for char- 

wuih w ■'P'*! rf the fdwL™„B rule 

for *eir hum. 

the ab^rZT T ^ back-country legislature acts for 

oTc^™ poMLf P^=“’ ^ for the aboUtion 

other public ’• ^ controUing railroads and 

Other southern states without the dubious benefit of the colorful 
movemL'"A^te^^r Asection-wide 

rdTe^inr-tf 

as in class stmcp^re of political power 

elements of so<^ietv S i , ^c middle 

lower clasiS upper and 

Journal o/southeZlllsto^°^^[^^g<^ 42°!^''C w Cfe°rgia,” 
Watson, Agrarian Rebel (New York 193B^ Woodward, Tom 

The South Old and New (New York,’ 1947) ’pp^ 438 _ 4 |l^’ Francis B. Simkins, 
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In the West the insurgent sjjirit was also evident. As soon as John F. 
Shafroth became governor of Colorado in 1910, he presented to a 
reluctant legislature a wide program of reform calling for the direct 
primary, the initiative and the referendum, the strict regulation of 
railroad rate.s, the creation of a public serc'ice commission, and the 
state insurance of comnuTcial bank de[Kisits. Shafroth, a silver Re¬ 
publican who had turned Democrat, resigned his seat in Congress in 
ISKll wlu'u h<‘ became convincerl that many of the votes that had 
ele<-ted him were frauduhmt. Back in Colorado, along with such men 
as Judge Ben Lindsey and Edward P. Costigan, he fought the regular 
state machine, which was tied in with both the Guggenheim mineral 
empire and the Rockefeller coal and iron interests.®* 

William S. U'Ren of Oregon was ptirhaps more re.sponsibIe in an 
indirect way for influencing the political life of the several states than 
any otlier man in the nation. Although U’Ren held a minor office only 
onct*, Lincoln Steffens testified to his nationwide influence. In Oregon 
a eiuitempc^rary <*bservt‘r was reported as saying that the state govem- 
iiu'iit was divided ii»t« four departments, “the executive, judicial, legis¬ 
lative, anti Mr. l,rRen-"and it is still an open <|ue.stion who exerts the 
most power.” U’Ren, a blaekstnith turraxl newspaper editor and 
lawyer, had btfcn a mttmber of the Fanners’ Alliance. He became in¬ 
terested in tlin*ct I«‘gi.Hlation tluring the nineties after reading about its 
use in Switzerlaiuh From that timt* on he devoted his life almost 
wholly to securing in Oregtm anti elsewhere the direct primary, the 
referendum, tlte initiative, and th<! recall. Largely through his efforts 
Oregtm adopted the initiative and referendum in 1902, the direct 
primary in 1904, and the rectill in 1910. Without these devices ensur¬ 
ing a better reil(*ction of the will of the electorate, the reform move¬ 
ment almost evcrywhtTC would have encountered far more serious 
ohstruction.*** 

'Fhe insurgent movement was evident in varying degrees of intensity 
in mmt states of th(^ West. But throughout the mining and timber 
n^gion its sttccess w.as constantly thit'atened by the activitia of radical 
labor and the conserv'ative appeal to farmers and middle-class elements 
that an attack upon the existing political machine would open the way 
to victory for a radical and Lawless l<*ft. Occa.sionaIly, as in Idaho, a 

Cfolin P. tknxiykoontii!, Thu Papers of Pldward P. Costigan (Boulder, Colo., 

1S4I), p, t4fi. 

IJitrciIfi Stdfetis, UpbuiMifs (Nt^w York, 1009), pp, 28S-S09, 
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IpSenf fhTopposition to labor radicalism so 
ti^ Tbe^ln ri ‘^ope with the reigning conserva- 

wiS r^ fT^ progressive WHham E. Borah, who had won a 

S^tel itoT B f l^^ders, was sent to the 
midS! ^ ^■- 'f Cahfomia, where a large 

^^enee^tlT^ ’ successSy 

Ieffs3tan^ conservative corporate right and the radical labor 

fomi-r^ winmng their way to the statehouse, the Cali- 

state JdeT'ir’ the long-dominant 

reformers at- 

shaled agiS tTe they had mar- 

In the East the new poHtical spirit was never quite so si>ectacular1v 

i. »» i„ .he Mida. Wen, 4e Wes^’and ^SrS 

clT relTe ®«=tion was not very cordial to middle- 

advance was^L^Tr remarked that most social 

dva^e was made solely by organized labor “without the sympathy 

or assistance of any other element in society. . . .» OtS S 

p STpZ: > cha^S. o t 

SS.- ™e 1 •”* >»- will find a. a*. 

onr^do™ ‘’f"” “ »PP»« 

aeU^S dw' P»g.«ive.. Political 

derate economiV i T “ miniedia» hnprovemeiit m the des- 

form centered d d dte immigrants was not too attractive, and re- 
th^oSTtor^’^ P»«sttn. n»„a values ofma potitively repulsed 

uTuSZlr ^ *' of Iddfiofit 

M ™?"' '“““-tktn, and cential Europe dis- 
CLTp r™"- “"I” never as anticoW 

opportunities which the corporations 

bonds had eroded =, ’ ^ ^ ^rl 

held dear in the less J “ore individualistic values still 

Clear m the less mdustrialized sections of the nation. 

1951), 23-^5^°^’ California Progresswes (Beiieley and Los Angeles, 

(igmrt" XL (1904), 772; Coa.t ^ 



THE CITIES AND THE STATES 


79 


Nevertheless the East^ like other sections^ distinctly felt the impact 
of the new politics. In 1905 a youngs rather unknown lawyer became 
die leading counsel for the New York legislative committee investigat¬ 
ing the nation’s great insurance companies. The story that Charles 
Evans Hughes produced of corporate greedy illegality, and public 
faithlessness excited a wave of indignation against high finance only 
equaled by the feeling against the trusts. Even the New York Journal 
of Commerce described the testimony produced as a ‘‘remarkable 
record of turpitude,” perhaps unequaled in the history of American 
finance. The investigation made financial reform almost inevitable. It 
also was largely responsible for electing Hughes governor of New York 
the following year on what, for this particular state, was a moderate 
reform program. Hughes’ defeated opponent was Wiliam Randolph 
Hearst, the millionaire publsher, whom Theodore Rosevelt described 
as a sinister agitator” similar to “the less worthy creatures of the 
French Revolution.” Hughes was renominated again in 1908 over the 
strongest opposition of the New York regular Republican machine, 
and its continued hostilty during his second term limited the legislative 
results of his four years.^® 

Even in traditionalist New England the reform movement left faint 
but still rather distinct marks. Following his election as governor of 
Vermont in 1908, George H. Prouty, a wealthy lumber manufacturer,, 
insisted that the legislature create a pubic service commission. The 
resulting struggle started a spit in the state Republcan party that was 
not healed until 1916. With the support of Winston Churchill, the 
novelist, and other young reformers, Robert Bass two years later be¬ 
came governor of New Hampshire over the opposition of the regular 
machine and the Boston and Maine Railroad. Elsewhere in the section 
the rebel spirit was funneled oflp into the Democratic opposition. Both 
Rhode Island and Massachusetts elected Democratic governors, and 
thus foreshadowed the poltical reorientation of the two states in the 
second quarter of the century.^^ 

No state in the East, however, had as long a rebellous tradition in 
the first decade of the century as New Jersey. The derelction from 


Digest, XXXI (1905), 1; Roosevelt to John St. L.. Stracley, 
October 25, 1906, Roosevelt MSS. 

^^^Sressiv^ Movement in Vermont (Washington,. 
1941), p. 48. See also Winston ChurchiU’s novels Coniston (New York 19061 
and Afr. Crewels Career (New York, 1908). ^ 
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party regularity of Mark Fagan and George Record of Jersey City in 
the Democratic party was soon matched by that of Everett Colby in 
the Republican. Colby, son of a wealthy Wisconsin railroad executive, 
was apparently a not too unhappy regular Republican until 1904," 
when the utility, railroad, and insurance combine at the statehouse 
decided that he was much too unsafe to be made speaker of the As¬ 
sembly. Thereafter, declaring himself a free lance, he sparked the 
formation of the “New Idea Republicans,” dedicated to election re¬ 
form, the removal of corporation influence from state politics, and 
the strict regulation of all public utilities, including municipal services. 
During the election of 1906 the Colby forces called themselves “Roose¬ 
velt Republicans”; three years later they changed their name to the 
Progressive Republican League and became known as “Progressive 
Republicans.” 

Supporters of the federal form of government, as opposed to a con¬ 
solidated national state, have usually argued that the system allows 
for more political experirrientation as well as assures vitality for the 
processes of local democratic government. However torpid state govern¬ 
ment has been at other times, it was vital and experimental during the 
first dozen or so years of the twentieth century. Not only was state 
government ^ve and vigorous at the local level, but the states in fact 
were the original coiners of much of the reform legislation that subse¬ 
quently was passed by the federal government. In no other period since 

the Civil War, perhaps, had state governments been so active and so 
creative. 

In 1903 the novelist David Graham Phillips wrote to his friend 
Albert J. Beveridge that to succeed with his program the Indiana 
senator must support ways and means to reflect more clearly the will 
of the people in Washington. There must be, Phillips wrote, “no cor¬ 
rupt pohbcal priests between you and the people or between the people 
and their government.” In getting the people nearer the “grub pile,” 
as Wilham Kent put it, the reform movement in the states did quite 
^11. The Austrahan secret ballot was not a progressive innovation; it 
been first adopted by Massachusetts in 1888. But both the Popu- 
fete and the Progressives gave the measure so much support that by 
1910 every state m the Union had adopted the device to prevent the 

Noble, New Jersey Progressivism, pp. 48, 77; Steffens, UpbuUders, pp. 66- 
^iPhiffips to Beveridge, (?), 1903, Beveridge MSS. 
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will of the voters being suborned at the polling places. Corrupt-prac¬ 
tices acts litniting the amounts and uses of money in an election were 
also a favored prograsive solution for limiting the power of corpora¬ 
tions and money. By 1905 at least three relatively effective laws had 
been pas.sed in the several state.s, and before a federal law was passed 
by the Sixty-first Congress practically every progressive-dominated 
state had such legislation on its statute books. 

By the turn of the, century fives Rocky Mountain states had granted 
state-wide suffrage to women; by 1914 eight other trans-Appalachian 
states had followetl.**** But the record of the reform movement in the ex¬ 
tension of the suffrage was a most uncertain one. Balancing the gains 
in the West was the steady curtailment of Negro suffrage in the South. 
Far more imimrtant in st'curing a better reflection of the people’s will 
•was the state-widt; primary system, whiclt abolished the party caucus for 
the sek*ction of party nominees. Wisconsin led the way in 1903, and by 
the close of 1912 state-wide primary laws were in operation in thirteen 
of the forty-<4ght states. In addition five of die southern states operated 
a prima^ ehrtion under the ndes of the Democratic party. Ac¬ 
companying the spread of the primary system was the simultaneous 
move for {Kipular nomination of United States senators, which had 
the effect in most states of making the subsequent election by the legis- 
hiture almost a pro forma action. By 1909 twenty-nine .states selected 
senatorial nominee.s by the ixipular ballot, although in a few the vote 
WM advisory and not conclusive. Thus the United States Senate’s 
reluctant action in .submitting a constitutional amendment to the 
states in 1912 for the tlirect election of senators was an act of recogniz¬ 
ing the inevitable. Sometimes the dinict primary and the popular elec¬ 
tion of senatoni worked in an oppo.site way from that hopt‘d for by its 
supjiorters. In Wisconsin’s first general primary election La Follette’s 
candidate for the governorship lost to a standpatter. But in most in¬ 
stances during the first two decades of the century the reform forces 
gained by the adoption of the devices. 

The progressive belief in pure democracy, emphasizing as it did 
the conviction that tlu; massirs of the pwple were fully capable of set¬ 
tling the most complicated state questions, was nowhere better illus¬ 
trated than in nffonn .support for the initiative and referendum 
instruments, which matU^ it ixissible for an electorate to initiate and 

»=‘The eight were Washington, California, Arizona, Kam.is, Oregon, Illinois, 
Nevada, and Ohio. 
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pass legislation without reference to a legislature atul to vt'to a legis¬ 
lative measure by a majority vote of the people. By 11112 twelve states 
west of the Mississippi had adopted these two devices. In the same 
year seven states, again all of them west of the Mississippi, had adopted 
the recall, whereby an elected oflBcer could be recalled from his office 
at any time a sufficient number of the voters so expressed a de.sire. 
The definite geographical pattern of the states adopting the initiative, 
the referendum, and the recall may be explained by the tolerance to 
change and experimentation of a youthful Wet. But it may also f»int 
out another of the ideological fissures that separated urban and rural 
progressivism. To the extent that the more rural ami trailitional pro¬ 
gressives distrusted a state bureaucracy and the ex|jert, they relied upon 
the ethical and intellectual qualities of the masses.** 

Although the democratization of the election ntachinery was to »me 
reformers almost an end in itself, most of them cmwitlenHi it simply a 
means to attain more significant objectives. Foremost among these 
objectives was the better regulation of railroads an<l the control «^f the 
great industrial combines, popularly calk'd tnjst.s. A major item in the> 
program of almost every progressive governor wa.s a demand for either 
ffie institution of state railroad or utility commis.sions. or their re- 
mvigoration where they already existed. The |K>wers of such Ixulics 
were rapidly extended not only to include the si'tting of firm rates hut 
also to base such rates on physical evaluations of tin* asset.H of c«H-{K>ra. 
tions. Power to prohibit rAates, unajual ratts, and variations in rate's 
between long and short hauls vm also given to many <ef the state 
bodies, as well as the power to supervise the issiumce of railroad 
secunties. Many of the state commissions were given regidatttry jatwer 
over aU other typ^ of common carriers as well as over telegraph, tele, 
p one, and electnc power companies. So comprehensive was the total 
of the^ regulations that scarcely a major proviskin of either the fetleral 
railroad acts of 1906 and 1910 had not been fim trietl out in the 
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Ameri^ public the personification of the word trust. Inherent in its 
operations, according to public belief, were the illegal practices of all 
other industrial combines, practices threatening the position of smalt 
busmess, labor, and the consumer. And although the Standard Oil 
Company was but one of the many national industrial combines at¬ 
tacked by the states during the period, no other company’s difficulties 
with state legislatures and courts so caught public attention. Almost as 
soon as the new Kansas antimachine governor had taken power in 
1904, the state’s long fight against Standard Oil Company was ac¬ 
celerated. Similar action was soon taken by Governor Hadley in 
Missouri, and thereafter the movement spread rapidly from state to 
state. By 1905 the Kansas l^lature had defined petroleum pipelines 
as common carriers, and as such under the regulation of a state com¬ 
mission. The legislature also approved a bill to provide for the con¬ 
struction of a publicly owned refinery. In retaliation the Standard Oil 
Company suspended all operations within the state. Soon Tesas started 
proceedings to prohibit a Standard subsidiary from doing business 
under a law prohibiting the selling of trust-made goods within the 
state. Shortly afterward the Supreme Court of Missouri barred 
Standard Oil of Indiana from operating within that commonwealth. 
By 1907 nearly one thousand l^al indictments against the Standard 
Oil Company stood in as many cities across the country.®* 

Long before Theodore Roosevelt’s trust-busting program had caused 
much anguish among large industrialists, state legislatures and state 
courts were striking such telling blows that an inclination arose among 
corporation executives to a^ for quarter. In 1905 Senator John F. 
Dryden of New Jersey, president of the Prudential Life Insurance 
Company, amazed a portion of the business world by asking for 
federal regulation of insurance companies. While he was opposed to 
government regulation of business, the senator explained, he con¬ 
sidered the proposed federal action infinitely preferable to “the in- 
tolemble supervision” of fifty state insurance departments.®" Similar 
sentiment was to grow, and by such indirection the states contributed 
to the extension of the federal regulatory power. 

The governments of the several states were actively creative in still 
another sphere, namely, in the broad field of social legislation. Of 
particular concern to them were the working conditions for women 

^^Uterary Digest^XXX (1905), 271; XLIII (1907), 195. 

35 World’s Work, X (1905), 6782. 
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and children. Legislation prohibiting night work, setting a maximum 
number of hours and minimum wages, and raising the rt'tjuired age 
level was common. So were laws providing a state {wnsion to husband- 
less women with dependent children. Following the lead of New York 
in 1910, some twenty-five stata passed employers’ liability aet.s before 
1914. By the same time five of the commonwealths had limited the 
issuance of labor injunctions, and numerous others had passed weekly 
pay laws ^d mechanics’ lien laws, gmng a preferred status to wages 
m the collection of debts from a bankrupt pewm or concern. 

The geographical pattern of state social legislation is an interesting 
one. .^ore 1914, for example, nine states hatl pasm^d minimum wage 
kws for women: California, Colorado, Mamchusetts, Mi«ne.sota. 
Nebra^a, O^on, Utah, Washington, and Wiseonsitt. Bi'fore the 
federd provision in the Clayton Act was passed, five states had limited 
Ae nghts of court to issue labor injunctions: California. Arr^ona 
ans^, Iowa, and Oregoa Of the twenty stetes providing peasions by 
mothers with dependent children, sixteen lay west 
Lrt«« wf* Missouri, north of the .soHsalled Ixirder 

- ^ ^ exceptions, most of this tyfx- of legislation was 
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CHAPTER 5 


The Progressive Profile 


A S A group, the reform mayors and governors, their prominent 
u supporters, and the muckrakers were an interesting lot. Con¬ 
sidering the positions they held, they were very young. Joseph W. 
Folk was only thirty-five when elected governor, Theodore Roosevelt 
forty, Charles Evans Hughes and Hiram Johnson forty-four, and 
Robert La Follette forty-five. The average age of the important 
progressive leaders who upset the Southern Pacific Railroad machine 
in California was a little over thirty-eight. The tale of a rather typical 
young reformer was that of Joseph Medill Patterson of the Chicago 
Tribune family. Patterson’s grandfather founded the Tribune^ his fa¬ 
ther was general manager of the paper, and his cousin was Robert 
McCormick, who controlled the paper for over thirty years. Patterson 
sharply reacted against the reigning conservatism by winning a seat 
in the Illinois legislature at the age of twenty-four on a platform ad¬ 
vocating the municipal ownership of all city utilities in the state. Two 
years later he resigned from the Chicago Commission of Public Works 
to become a Socialist because, he announced, it was impossible to re¬ 
form the city and the country under capitalism. In 1906 he published 
a diatribe against wealth in the Independent entitled “The Confessions 
of a Drone,” and followed it two years later with a book of similar 
tone.^ Obviously, this was a period, like the ones after the War of 
1812 and in the 1850’s, when energetic and incautious youth took 

^ George E. Mowry, The California Progressives (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
1952), p. 87; The Public, April 8, 1905; Independent, LXI (1906), 493-495; 
Joseph Medill Patterson, Little Brother of the Rich (Chicago, 1908). 
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command. And in each instance the departure of the ekJer .state.smen 
portended great changes. 

Some of these reformers, like Golden Rule Jont'.s, Clharh's Evans 


Hughes, and Tom Johnson, were self-made men, altlmugh Hught'.s’; 


father was a minister, and Johnson’s, a Confederate colonel, had eoiiie 
from the upper stratum of Kentucky society. A .surpiisiint munher of 
them came from very wealthy families, with name.H like dtt font. 
Crane, Spreckels, Dodge, Morgenthau, Pinchot, Perkins, McCortnick! 
and Patterson. The quip was made that this wa.s a “tnillicm.iire’.s re¬ 
form movement. But the great majority ot tin* rekirtner.s canu* from 
the^ “solid middle class,” as it then was called with some pritie. 'I'hat 
their families had been of the economically si'cure is imlicated by tin* 
fact that most of them had had a college education in a <iay when a 
degree stamped a person as coming from a sjM'cial economic group. 
It is interesting to note that most of the women reformers ;uu! sociai 
workers had gone to college. Occupationally also the reformers came 
from a very narrow base in society. Of a sample of over four himdretl 
a majority was lawyers, as might be exfiected of politic-ians, ami 
nearly 20 per cent of them newspaper <*ditors or publishers. The next 
largest group was from the independent manufacturers or men'hants, 
with the rest scattered among varied occuptuintis. incliuling medicine,’ 
banking, and real estate. A statistical study of sixty of the wealthier 
reformers reveals that the largest single group of twenty-one was 
manufacturers or merchants, ten lawyt'rs, six newspaper publishers 
while nineteen more had inheritetl their we-alth. Quite a few among 
the^ latter group had no definite occupation .save thtit of preservtte» 
their family fortune and indulging in reform. Of thv .sixty only nhm't 
half attended college, a figure much lower thtm that for the entire 
p-oup of reformers. Of this number just .‘iO per emit came from tliree 
mstitutions, Harvard, Princeton, and Yale.* 

If names mean anything, an overwhelming proportion of this ttrform 
American stock with British origins consistentlv 
imed. Except for the women, who were predotninaiuly Midwest- 

rnn\i orff™ wro scattwd over the cmmtrv 

bv <l‘‘««ties. Practically all of them 

hLnv ? northern citw>s, most of the Souihemeis 

g ft their section during early tnanhood. Religious afiiliatkms 
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were surprisingly difficult to get, and no really trustworthy national 
sample was obtained. The figures collected were not at all consonant 
with national church membership statistics. Representatives of the 
Quaker faith hulketl large among the women reformers, as did mem- 
btMii of the Jewi.sh religion among tln^ very wealthy. But for the group 
as a whole tlu' religious descendants of Calvin and Knox predomi- 
nateti, with the Congregationalists, Unitarians, and Presbyterians in 
the vast mtijority. 'llius it st>ems likely that the intellectual and re¬ 
ligious influence of New Rngltind was again dominating the land. 

Whether Ih'rnocrats or Rt'publicans, tht; overwhelming number of 
this gn>up of twt'ntietli-century reformers had been conservatives in 
tht! nineties. If Rt‘puhlican, they had almost to a man followed the 
way of Theodore Rotiswelt, Rob«;rt La Follette, Lincoln Steffens, and 
William Allen White to supfiort William McKinley. Most of the 
progressivtt democrats had not been supporters of Bryan, but, like 
Woodrow Wilscm, John John-son, and Hoke Smith of Grorgia, had 
either followed tlu? Gohl Democratic ticket or had remained silent 
during the election of 1896. Yet from four to six years later most of 
these men were ardent advocates of municipal gas and water social¬ 
ism, and wens opfjosed to their regular party machines to the extent 
of h'ading either nonpartisan movements in the municipalities or 
n^bellious splinter groups in the states. Moreover, the new century 
found most of them, except on the currency issue, supporting many 
of the 1896 Populist and Bryanite demands. Before the Progressive 
years were finishi'd they and their kind had not only secured the in¬ 
ception of a host of the Po[)ulists’ refonns, but hjid contributed a few 
of their own. 

Obviou-sly, a good many questions arise about the motivation of 
this «‘con«>micaIly secure, well-educated, middle-class group. On the 
surface it look«*d as if the progressive movement was simply a con¬ 
tinuation under differmt leadtirship of the Populist cause. According 
to William All«*n Whin*, Populism had “shaved its whiskers, washed 
its shirt, put on a <l<‘rby, and moved up into the middle class. . . 

But White’s remark scarcely prolwd beneath the surface. Populism 
arf>se from farmer distress in a period of acute depression. Its reforms 
mw belly refonns. The iwivement was led by angry mm and women 
not too far n*mcm*tl from the Grange hall Except for the western 
silver mm, they were incensed at the mounting figures of farm fore- 
ck«uiti 5 $ And a withering countryside. To the contrary, progressivism 
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arose in a period of relative prosperity. Its reforms were more the 
results of the heart and the head than of the sUunaeh. Its leaders were 
largely recruited from the professional and business ehtsses of the city. 
A good many were wealthy men; more wer«‘ collt'ije ,f,traduate.s. As a 
group they were indignant at times, but .scarcely ever ant;ry. What 
caused them to act in the peculiar way they did? A p.irt of tlu* answer 
lies in the peculiar economic and social jxi.sition in which this middle- 
class group found itself at about the turn of the centmy, a part in 
the intellectual and ethical climate of the age, a part in the .significant 
cluster of prejudices and biases that marketl the pnis'ressive miml. 

“The world wants men, great, strong, harsh, brutal men men with 
purpose who let nothing, nothing, nothing stand in their way.” Frank 
Norris wrote in one of his novels. This worship of the strom? man, 
so characteristic of the age, produced a cult of fjolitical leadersliip 
with ominous overtones for later years, Temp«‘retl at this time with 
the ethics of the social gospel, the cult protluced an image far Im 
frightening: an image of men dedicated to tht‘ social gootl. an image 
approximating the hope of Plato for his guardians, 'I'hese strone giKid 
men, “the changemakers,” Harold Frederic wrote, were the protectors 
of morality, the originators of progress. Ihey were ambitions men and 
ruthless, but only ruthless in their zeal for human atlvaneernenf. ‘Flnw 
were supremely alone, the causative individuals. Far from beim, dis- 
turbed when isolated, David Graham Phillips’s hero .Scarborough was 
only concerned when he was “propped up" by something other than 
bs ossm will and intelligence. “I propose,” he commented, "m'wr to 
belong^ to anything or anybody/^ * 

In 1872 a future progressive, Henry Demarest Lk*v<i. confessed that 
he wanted power above all things, but “power nnpoisoncd fiy the 
pr^mce of obligation.” That worship of the unfettered itulividua!, 

p sive d^ire for power ran through progrmive rhetoric like a theme 
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frustration with the contemplative life: “I have no patience with the 
tedious world of what is known as ‘research/ ” he wrote to a friend. 

I should be complete if I could inspire a great movement of opin¬ 
ion. . . 

A few progressive leaders like William Jennings Bryan and Golden 
Rule Jones really thought of themselves as servants of the people,® and 
almost completely identified themselves with their constituents. But 
most progressives set themselves apart from the crowd. Mankind was 
basically good and capable of progress, but benign change scarcely is¬ 
sued from the masses. Rather it was only accomplished through the 
instrumentality of a few great and good men. Woodrow Wilson be¬ 
lieved that efficient government could come only from “an educated 
elite,” William Kent thought that progress never came from the bot¬ 
tom, and Roosevelt often spoke of government as the process of 
“giving justice from above.” Occasionally, when the electorate dis¬ 
agreed with them, the progressives contented themselves with the 
thought that truth “was always in the minority” and a possession 
alone of the “few who see.” In 1912 Walter Lippmann wrote that 
since men could do anything but govern themselves, they were con¬ 
stantly looking for some “benevolent guardian.” To the progressive 
politician that guardian, of course, was patterned after his image of 
himself.® 

“I am so sick of fraud and filth and lies,” David Graham Phillips 
plaintively wrote to Senator Beveridge in 1902, “so tired of stem 
realities. I grasp at myths like a child.” The myths Phillips reached 
for were the supposed realities of an older day^ a day when the in¬ 
dividual presumably had been able to make his way to the top by the 
strength of his abilities, and yet a day when there was enough op¬ 
portunity left at the bottom so that mass poverty, slums, and crime 
were never evident enough to assault either the eye or the conscience 
of the successful. Things were different now even in the Valley of 
Democracy. 

The Indiana town where Booth Tarkington’s Magnificent Amber- 

^ Quoted in Daniel Aaron, Men of Good Hope (New York, 1951), p. 139; 
Richard Hofstadter, The American Political Tradition and the Men Who 
Made It (New York, 1948), p. 243. 

5 Frances G. Newlands, Public Papers (New York, 1932), p. 311. 

® Theodore Roosevelt, “Who is a Progressive?” The Outlook j C (1912), 2; 
The Public, April 18, 1903; Walter Lippmann, Drift and Mastery (New York, 
1914), p. 189. 
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^ all the young George Ambersons set about to reassert their rightM 
P wer an prestige, they were confronted both by enormous and 
moMpol»„6 w^* and by the ming labor unions. The United 

£«»olife "B” Bellamy’s historian in 

q y called it, a world of organized degraded serfs run by a 

plutocracy. The continual clash between 
tbe serfs and the plutocrats engulfed almost everyone. It was enouvh 

dertr TJ r b^tander whose loyalties were neither to the pli^- 
derers nor the plundered, but rather to an older America where^such 
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Sril T equalitarian 

thnght ^d was becoming “just another part of the world” Europe 

pubhcisi^ wote vnth an air of nostalgia, but rather in some respects had 

it ITL something needed to be done. Should 

be the return or reversion ... to certain elementary doctrines of 
common sense” and the simple rural institutions of the past as some 
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like Jane Addams, Jacob Reis, and Hutchins Hapgood the dtv offered 
a place to work and an avenue to opportunity. 

For the great majority of the new century’s reformers, however, the 
aty contained almost the sum of their dislikes. It was a “devilsburg 
of crime” sucking into its corrupt vortex the "young, genuine, stixmg 
_^d simple men from the farm.” There, if successful, they became 
finimcial wreckers’* wlio made their money strangling legitimate 
enterprises and other human beings. If they were failures—that is, 
if they remained factory workers—they gradually became Hke the 
machine they^ tended, **huge, hard, brutal, strung with a crude blind 
strength, stupid, unreasoning,” At the worst such unfortunates became 
the flotsam of the slums, making the saloon thdr dmrch and die dive 
their home. I ht* native American lost not only his morals in the dty but 
also his talent for cn^ative work and his sense of beauty, ‘‘Sometimes^ I 
think, theyse fioison in th* life in a big city,” Mr. Dooley remarked. 


flowers won’t grow then 


If a man stayed in the city 


long enough, one of David Graham Phillips* characters remaxkedj he 

would almost inevitably lose those qualities that made him an Arneri- 
can: one had to go W«*st to sih* a “real American, a man or a woman 
who looks as if he or she would do something honest or valu¬ 
able. . . " 

With such int«-nse antiurban feelings, it is small wonder that the 
United States began to romanticize its pionwr past and its agrarian 
background, hollowing the Spanish War historical novels fairly poured 
from the publishers. 'I'he public apjjetitc for western stories had one 
of its piTiodic increases, and the virtues of the countryside were ex¬ 
tolled in even the Insst literaturt*. In one of Ellen Glasgow’.s first novels 
the country, "with its ecstatic insight into the sacred plan of things,” 
b c.ontrast«*d with the city’s “tainted atmosphere.” Almost repeating 
William Jennings Bryan in 1896, Miss Glasgow wrote that the coun¬ 
try was the world as God had planned it, the city as man had made 
it. llie cult of the frontier, first introduced into historical scholarship 
by Frederic Jack.son 'rurner in 1890, and the new emphasis upon 
aj^arian virtut's were zealously reflected by the more sensitive poli- 

* For varied expressions of this andurbanism, see Irving Bacheller, Bb^n 
Hold»n (Bosiori, 1900), p, 336; Alice H. Rice, Mrs. Wiggs of the Cahbaga 
PafcA (New York, 1901), p. 29; Winston Churchill, The DwtUing-Place of 
Idght (New York, 1917), p. 79; Finley Peter Dunne, Mr. Doolay in Paaee and 
War (Boston, 1898), p. 125; D. O. Phillips, Golden Fleece (New York 1903), 
pp. 37-58. 
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Wiffiam Jennings Bryan, Theodore Roosevelt, Robert La 
Follette, and Woodrow Wilson all showed to varying degrees this 
national nostalgia, this reactionary impulse. Roosevelt in particular 
saw the g^t city as the creator of national weakness and possible 
dismtegration, and the countryside as the nation’s savior. It was the 
man on the farm, he wrote, who had consistently done the nation the 
“best service in^goveming himself in time of peace and also in fighting 
in time of war.” Dangerous elements to the commonwealth lurked in 
every large city, but among the western farmers of the West “t her e 
was not room for an anarchist or a communist in the whole lot” 
What Professor Richard Hofstadter has called the agrarian myth, but 
which might better be called the agrarian bias, was one of the more 
important elements that went into the making of the progressive 

A part of the progressive’s romantic attraction to the countryside at 
this particular time can be explained by the alien character of the 
urban population. In 1903 the Commissioner of Immigration reported 
that the past year had witnessed the greatest influx of immigrants in 
the nation’s history. But far from being pleased, the Commissioner 
w^ plainly worried. An increasing percentage of these newcomers, he 
pointed out, belonged to an “undesirable foreign element,” the “in¬ 
digestible” ahens from south Europe. The public was neither sur¬ 
prised at the fibres of the report nor shocked by its adjectives. It 
h^ been made increasingly sensitive to the changing patterns of im¬ 
migration by numerous periodical articles and newspaper items ralHng 
attention to^ the alien nature of the eastern seaboard cities. As the 
immigrant tide welled stronger each year, the nativist spirit that had 
been so obviously a part of the mental complex leading to the Spanish 
Wm increased in intensity. Throughout the decade editors, novelists, 
_^_d ^Htiaans competed with each other in singing the praises of the 
big-boned, blond, long-haired” Anglo-Saxon with the blood of the 
berserkers in his veins, and in denigrating Jack London’s “dark pig¬ 
mented things, the half castes, the mongrel bloods, and the dregs of 
long conquered races. . . .” In Frank Norris’s novels the really des¬ 
picable characters run all to a type. Braun, the diamond expert in 
Vandover; Zerkow, the junk dealer in McTeague; the flannel-shirted 


Jinen i:ria^ow rAe Descendant (New York, 1897), p. 254* Roosevelt to 
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Grossman in The Pit; and Behrman in The Octopus were all of the 
same religion and approximately from the same regions in Europe. 
One of the themes in Homer Lea’s The Vermillion Pencil was the 
extranational loyalty of the Catholic bishop who intrigued endlessly 
for the Church and against the State. Although Chester Rowell frankly 
admitted that California needed ^‘a class of servile labor,” he was 
adamantly opposed to the admission of Orientals, who were danger¬ 
ous to the state and to ^‘the blood of the next generation.” 

The progressives, of course, had no monopoly of this racism. Such 
conservatives as Elihu Root, Henry Cabot Lodge, and Chauncey 
Depew, and even radicals like Debs, shared, their views to a degree. 
But for one reason or another neither conservative lior radical was as 
vocal or as specific in his racism as was the reformer. No more eloquent 
testimony to the power of racism over the progressive mind is evident 
than in the writings of the kindly, tolerant Middle Westerner William 
Allen White. In a book published in 1910 White explained nearly all 
of America s past greatness, including its will to reform, in terms of 
the nation’s “race life” and its racial institutions, “the home and the 
folk moot.” Nor would this genius, this “clean Aryan blood,” White 
promised, be subjected to a debilitating admixture in the future de¬ 
spite the incoming hordes. “We are separated by two oceans from the 
inferior races and by an instinctive race revulsion to cross breeding 
that marks the American wherever he is found.” Such diverse re¬ 
formers as Theodore Roosevelt, Albert J. Beveridge, Chester Rowell, 
Frank Parsons, Hoke Smith, Richard W. Gilder, and Ray Stannard 
Baker, with more or less emphasis, echoed White’s sentiments. 

The attitude of the progressive toward race, religion, and color, 
and his attending views of the great city, was to have profound effects 
on both internal and external policy. Its consequences were already 
obvious by 1905 in the South; it was to provoke an international storm 
in Califorma, and it was to keep alive and possibly nourish a strain 
of bigotry that was to bear bitter fruit for the United States after 
the First World War and for the entire world in post-depression 
Germany. But this is far from saying that the progressive was a 

Literary Digest, XXVII (1903), 158; Jack London, The Mutiny of the 
Elsinore (New York, 1914), pp. 197-198. See also John Higham, Strangers in 
the Land, Patterns of American Nativism, 1860—1925 (New Brunswick, N.J., 
1955), pp.131 ff. 

William Allen White, The Old Order Changeth (New York, 1910), pp. 
128, 197, 253. 
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^intual father of either the Ku-Klux Klan of the twenties or the 

aa of the thirties. He might well have been anti-immigrant, anti- 
Catholic, and anti-Jewish, and he might have thought of himself as 
one of the racial lords of creation, but he was also extremely respon¬ 
sive to the Christian ethic and to the democratic tradition. It was 
just not in his character to be ruthless toward a helpless minority, 
especially when &e minority was one of his own. The progressive’s 
response to the big-city slum was the settlement-house movement and 
housmg, fire, ^d sanitary regulations, not the concentration camp. 
It was probably not entirely politics that prompted Theodore Roose¬ 
velt to mvite the first Negro to lundi in the White House or to ap- 
^mt people of Jewish blood or of Catholic faith to the Cabinet. 
Roosevelt thoroughly sympathized with California’s Oriental problem. 
But he insisted that the state live up to the nation’s international 
^eements and to the Constitution in its treatment of American 
Onent^s.^ True, he was worried about Japan’s reaction, but else¬ 
where in international politics he was not so careful of the sensibili¬ 
ties of odier nations. 

The progressive had reasons beyond racial ones for HkHIring the 
big aty. For him the metropolis was the home of great wealth, and 
excessive wealth ^ as much an enemy to civilization as exc^sive 
poverty. A surprising number of very wealthy men supported the 
progressive cause, and their feehngs toward their wealth produced 
a mrat interesting psychic state. Taien together, their statements 
funded something like those in a confessional session of an early 
^ntan congregation. Explaining that he had acquired his wealth 
by ^eaal privilege,” Joseph Pels sought expiation by proposing “to 
sj^nd the damnable money to wipe out the system by which I made 
It. MediH Patterson and Wfiliam Kent produced similar variations 
on the same theme, and Tom Johnson repeatedly used coups from his 
own career of money-making to illustrate the social vidousness of the 
^tem he was contending against in Cleveland. Professor Hofstadter 
has ^bed this sense of guilt to the Protestant mind as it made the 
transit from rural ^d village life to the urban world where great 
Mtremes of economic drcumstance were the common condition. It is 
aRo probable that as the Protestant upper middle dass lost its mys- 
ti^ rehgion, it compensated by more fiercely adhering to Protestant 
etoc It may be of note that the very wealthy who maintained their 
behef m a mystical religion were never as earnest in social well-doing 
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as their erring brothers. If no one is as zealous as a convert^ then 
perhaps no one conserves what is left of his ideological inheritance 
more than the man who has lost part of it.^ 

The less well-circumstanced progressive was just as critical of great 
wealth as his more fortunate colleague. Theodore Roosevelt, who had 
been left a comfortable but not a great fortune, disliked the American 
multimillionaire and felt that a society that created an ideal of him 
was in a very ^'rotten condition.” Bryan once declared that great 
wealth and personal goodness was something of a paradox. And a re¬ 
forming journalist from the midlands raised the question whether a 
man could honestly earn more than a few million dollars in one life¬ 
time. By 1913 Walter Lippmann noted that great wealth, along with 

the economic man of the theorists,” was in public disrepute.^® 

The reasons for this antimaterialist crusade of the progressive are 
an interesting study in complex human motivation. Some of the senti¬ 
ment undoubtedly came from personal frustration and personal envy. 
Perhaps to the point is Lincoln Steffens’ experience with the stock 
market. In 1900 he wrote his father that the boom in stocks had made 
him considerable profits and that he was joining the Republican or¬ 
ganization in his district. A year later, after some reverses, he insisted 
that character was the important desideratum for a young man and 
not wealth, which often meant the loss of character. The rising in¬ 
tensity of competition for the small merchants and industrialists also 
jilayed a part in the attack on great wealth. Occasionally one found 
a reformer who had lost his business. But more often than not in the 
new century such men were moderately prosperous. Their resentment, 
if it arose from economic causes, came not from despair but from 
other feelings, from their sense of lessened power, perhaps, from their 
regard for their good name, from their sensitivity to the opinion of their 
fellows. Their relative status and power in society had been going 
down consistently since the rise of the economic moguls following the 
Civil War. The gap between them and the Morgans and the Rocke¬ 
fellers had been steadily increasing, and their hopes for attaining the 
top of the economic heap were progressively dimming. As one com- 

12 Joseph Pels, “Mr. Fek’ Own Story,” WorWs Work, XXIII (1912), 566; 
San Francisco Bulletin, January 14, 1910; Joseph M. Patterson, A Little 
Brother of the Rich (New York, 1906); Richard Hofstadter, The Age of 
Reform (New York, 1955), pp. 203*-206. 

13 Roosevelt to Cecil Arthur Spring-Rice, March 19, 1904, Roosevelt MSS.; 
The Public, February 4, 1905; Lippmann, Drift and Mastery, pp. 28-30. 
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mentator noted, the ambitious middle classes in society had "suffered 
a reduction less in income than in outlook.” 

This reduction in outlook that Walter Weyl ptTceiveti was even 
more acute for another class, the old American elite whose W(*alth. 
family, name, and social power had Ix'en secure iomr h«*fore the rise of 
the relatively new multimillionaires. The Adamses, th«* l.iHhies, the 
Roosevelts, the Bonapartes, and their local counterfjarts its the hiitter- 
lands were a self-consciously proud group. AltlKiui'h 'riieoilore Roose¬ 
velt was well down academically in his 188(1 Harvard clas.s. he 
observed that “only one gentleman stands ahead of nie." The turbu¬ 
lent and revolutionary waves of the new ind»istriuli.sni anti financ*' had 
washed up on such polished shores some t'xct'cdingly rouith gravtd. 
The Rockefellers, the Hanna.s, and the Harritnans, t«i say ttothing of 
the Jay Goulds, had not importuned for ptnver in either intlustiy or 
politic; they had seized it. As their nam<‘s tlominati'tl the m*wspaper 
headlines and their ladies laid violent siege to formal society, t>ld fami¬ 
lies and old ways seemed to have ht'cn forgotten. I'o the rec.mt pluto. 
crate, Henry Cabot Lodge acidly observed from the historic .shorc.s of 
Nahant, “the old American family” and stH-ietv’s Itmg.tesred "laws 
and customs” meant nothing. And far to the west in Cincitmati, it 
was reported, a social war had broken out h(*tween "the stick-etm" 
and “the stuck-eiro.” The first group wm a “h.arhurmw new class" of 
millionaires, just risen from the packing industry, who had sissanlted 
an older class of “thousandaires,” who had inherited their wealth 
made two generations before in the same incliiitry 

I!'” ,, 
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scholarship, but it revealed with nmiarkahle i-Iarity o«,> fa<-et of tlie 
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loyalty to the state and containing a superstitious strain, which led the 
adventurous spirit to the creative act. A second stage of decay, clearly 
identified with Adams’s own day, was characterized by an acquisitive, 
greedy, and feminine personality which resulted in a static and de¬ 
fensive upper class and a sullen, idle mass below, whose loyalty to the 
state was as uncertain as its livelihood.^® 

In 190.) a young hunchbacked Californian, Homer Lea, decided that 
a local Los Angeles reform movement was too tame for his impetuous, 
advtmuu-ous spirit. L<‘a dropped politics to sail to the Orient, where 
he eventually became a general in the Chinese revolutionary armies 
and military adviser to Sun Yat-son. During his short, incredible ca¬ 
reer Lea wrote two liooks, the first of which indicted commercialism 
as “the natural enemy” of national militancy. Pure industrialism Lea 
approyt^d of as “incidental to national progress.” But industrialism as 
a vehicle of individual avarice” was a national cancer because it 
tended to destroy the aspirations and world-wide career open to the 
nation.”^ Herbert Croly, sometimes described as the theorist of the 
progressive movement, echoed I.«a’s sentiments a few years later. 
Modem democracy, unlike economic individualism, he argued, im¬ 
pelled men to forget their self-interest and to transfer their devotion 
away from actiuisitiveness toward “a special object,” the nation-state 
and its “hisbmc mksion.” This distrust of materialism and emphasis 
U{)on romantic, nationalism were reflected in a good many progres- 
sivt>s, especially those with more collectivist inclinations. It was almost 
completely absent in the thinking of such Midwesterners as Robert 
La Follette and George W, Norris. But something of the same spirit 
had sent I'hwwion* Roosevelt to tlie Cuban shores in 1898 and some¬ 
thing akin to it perhaps was to lead Woodrow Wilson into his great 
crusade for international idealism in 1917.” 

I'he id<*a that value was created only by the production of things 
or in rendering service*, and that there was something dishonest in 
making money on other men’s products, was an old American one. 
In part it stemmetl from religious origins, in part from an unsophis¬ 
ticated .system of agrarian economics. It was implicit in the thought 
of Henry George; it was basic to the progressive attitude toward great 
wealth. In apologizing to his constituents for his wealth, the progres- 

Brooks Adams, 7’hg Imw pf Civiluation and Decay (Boston, 1895). 

Homer Lea, The Valor of Ignorance (New York, 1909), pp. 26-27; 
Croly, The Promise of American Life, p. 418. 
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sive Congressman William Kent admitted that he wan not «*ntitled to 
the money he had made out of speculation. Aiulrew C Jarnej^it., who 
late in life became something of a prt)gre.ssive, a<;reed with the' atti¬ 
tude. It^ time, he felt, that the hon.‘st husinessman, who inade 
money “legitimately,” should refuse to recogni/e those of his fellows 
who made money and rendered no value for it, Sfjecnlators, to the 
progressive, were immoralists, men with fat hands sitting 'in tna- 
hogany offices who had acquired the dishonest art of takin’i; tnoney 
away from the earth’s real producers. I'hev heliev*-*!, said the h»‘ro 
of one of Winston Churchill’.s novels, that “tlu- actiuisitiott of wi-alth 
was exempt from the practice of morality.” 

In reviewing Profosor Seligman’a The Kmmmi,: Intetpu ttttmn of 
History, the editors of The Outlook vehemently detual that prt>gnt.ss 
primarily depended upon materialist forces, 'fhe history of .society 
they argued, was like the history of individuals, composed of a struvelc 
be^em the moral and the material forces, and “otily tfirough tlie 
' ^^^^“''^^.tion of material ends to moral ends htis humanity ailvam-ed.” 
There was something corrosive about great wealth, tlie proyre.ssive 
beheved, and in acquiring it a man usually had to .sacriliee' moral 
values to overriding material ambitions. In the world of progressive 
fiction this sloughing off of morality usually priKlueed the hero’s I'co. 
nomic collapse and his return to morality. F$ut in the less welhontered 
practical world the progressive was sure that the multimillionaire re- 
mained unredeemed, trapped by the very ethics III* tiacl tci acquire 
his fortune. The world of the gutat rich was. usually an idle one, a 
sOTsuous one, and often a vicious one. The lives of its peotde, Husi- 
dore Roosevelt observed, often “vary from rotteti frivolity to rotten 
wee. The way to rescue them from their state of moral degradation, a 
Midwest editor wrote, was “to put them t0 wcirk.*^ 

progressive usually came from a o.mfortahle part of 
his geoerd attack upon projierty was msually furthest from 

^sri^Tr '-‘‘-Ith put him in a mther amhinu- 

ous position. The one way out of the paradox was to draw a line lut- 
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tween good and bad wealth. For some the limit of private fortunes 
was the total that man could “justly acquire.” For others the measure¬ 
ment was made in terras of service to society. Tom Johnson, for ex¬ 
ample, believed that the law could be so drawn that men would be 
able “to get” only the amount “they earned.” Still others argued that 
there must be a [mint where additional money ceased to be salubrious 
for a man’.s character and became instead a positive evil force. Wayne 
MaeVeagh, Garfu'ld’s Attorney General, sugge.sted that all people 
could be dividetl into three classes: those who had more money than 
wa.s good for them, tho.st‘ who had just enough, and those who had 
much Itw than was morally desirable. Just where the exact lines 
should be drawn, m(»st [irogrcssives would not say. But the imputation 
that the state ought to n'divide wealth on a morally desirable basis 
found a reraqrtive audience. To George F. Baer’s claim that coal 
prices should be th(‘ sum of “all the traffic will bear,” the editors of 
Th(t Outlook replied that proiwrty was private not by any natural 
right but by an “artificial arrangement tnade by tlu* community.” “If 
under those artifit'ial arrangements,” the editorial continued, “the 
community b m:ule to sufTe‘r, the same power that made them will 
find a way to uninakc' them.” Thus in the progressive mind the clas¬ 
sical economic laws reix*atedly described in the past as natural had 
become artificial arrangements to be rearranged at any time the 
community found it morally or socially desirable. Admittedly the 
formulations of new ethical standards for a divi.sion of national wealth 
were to be extremely difficult. But once the progn'ssive had destroyed 
the popular .sanction hi'hind the “laws” of rent, prices, and wages, 
there, was to b<* no com[)let<‘ turning hack. A revolution in human 
thought had occurred. Man, it was hoped, would now become the 
master and not the creature of his economy. And the phrases punc¬ 
tuating the next fifty years of history—the “square deal,” the New 
Deal, the Fair the just wage, the fair price—attested to his 

efforts to make the reality square with his ambitions.®* 

After revisiting the United States in 1905, James Bryce, the one¬ 
time ambas.sador from Great Britain, noted that of all the questions 
before the [juhlic the om>H hearing on capital and lalxir were the most 
insistent and the most discassed. Certainly for many a pre^ressive the 

Puhlk, Sci>t«ml)er 23, 190.3, and February 3, 1906; Wayne Mae¬ 
Veagh, “An Ajtpcid to Our Millionaires,” North American Review, June, 1906; 
The Outlook. LXXVI (1904), 240. 
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rise of the labor union was as frightening as the rise of trusts. True 
he talked about them less because nationally they were obviously not 
as powerful as were the combines of capital. But eimttionally he wa.s 
if anything, more opposed to this collectivism from b-low than he wast 
to the collectivism above him in the economic ladder.^* 

“There is nothing ethical about the labor movement. It is coercion 
from start to finish. In every aspect it is a driver and not a leader. 
It is simply a war movement, and must be Jutigetl by the analo-'ues 
of belligerence and not by industrial principle.s.” 'rhis st.itement bv a 
Democratic progressive illustrates the ire of the small and uncertain 
employer who was being challenged daily by a {xnver he often could 
not match. In their lawlessness and in their vioh>nct*. retnarked an¬ 
other, unions were “a menace not only to the employer but to the 
entire community.” To the small employer and to many middl<-<-lass 
professionals unions were just another kind of monopdy created ftir 
the same reasons and having the same results as indtwtrial mont>{«dy. 
Unions, they charged, restricted production, narrowed the available 
labor market, and raised wages artificially in the same manner that 
trusts were restricting production, narrowing competition, aiul raising 
their own profits. "Every step in trade unionism has folhma^d the stejrs 
that organized capital has laid down before it,” Ularence Harrow 
observed in a speech before the Chicago Henry Cnsirgi* Association. 
The ultimate direction of the two monopoHt's was as clear t<* tht* in¬ 
dividual entrepreneur as it was to Darmw. Either trade unionism 
would break down, a Midwestern editor argut'd, or it would cul- 
mmate in “a dangerously oppre.ssive partner.shi{»” with the stronger 
industrial trusts. The end result was equally obvious to su<‘h m«‘n;' a 
steady decrease in opportunity for the individual operating as an in¬ 
dividual, an economy of statics, an end to the open society. 'Bhe bur¬ 
den of the industrial evolution, Harrow said in concluding'his sp.>i*ch, 
falls upon the middle class.”®* And Howells’ traveler fmm Altruria 
put the case even more graphically: “the struggle fi,r life has ehattgetl 
from a free fight to an encounter of disciplined forces, and the free 

fighters that are left get ground to pieces between organi»*tl latKir and 
organized capital.” 

On the whole, the average progressive preferred to talk in moral 
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rather than in economic terms. Orally, at least, he reacted more 
quickly to appeals based upon abstractions than the usual ones con¬ 
nected with day-to-day livelihood. Characteristically, he denounced 
more vehemently the philosophic overtones of unionism than its prag¬ 
matic economic gains. He was almost obsessed with the class con¬ 
sciousness implicit in unionism and flaunted by the more radical 
parties of the left. Almost to a man the progressive fervently agreed 
with one of Harold Frederic’s heroes that “the abominable word 


class’ could be wiped out of the English language as it is spoken in 
America.” Sociologists, economists, preachers, politicians, and pub¬ 
lishers all joined the chorus. Economic classes, according to the so¬ 
ciologist Cooley, were characterized by a “complacent ignorance.” 
Other progressives regarded them as “greedy,” “arrogant,” “insolent,’" 
ruthless, ‘^unsocial,” and “tyrannical.” Morality did not know them, 
declared one editor, because morality could only come from the in¬ 
dividual who had not succumbed to “the economic temptation” mani¬ 
fested by the class. But the ultimate in the way of devastating 
criticism of the class spirit came from Ray Stannard Baker. Although 
sympathetic with the economic plight of the garment workers. Baker 
observed that in devotion to their class they were “almost more imion- 
ists than Americans.” 

I am for labor,’ or ‘I am for capital,’ substitutes something else 
for the immutable laws of righteousness,” Theodore Roosevelt was 
quoted as saying in 1904. “The one and the other would let the class 
man in, and letting him in is the one thing that will most quickly eat 
out the heart of the Republic.” Roosevelt, of course, was referring to 
class parties in politics. Most progressives agreed with Herbert Groly 
that a “profound antagonism” existed between the political system 
and a government controlled by a labor party.^^ In San Francisco 
in 1901, in Chicago in 1905, and in Los Angeles in 1911, when labor 
used or threatened direct political action, the progressive reacted as if 
touched by fire. Chicago was a “class-ridden” city, remarked one 


24: Harold Frederic, The Lawton Girl (New York, 1890), p. 444. 

25 Charles H. Cooley, Human Nature and the Social Order (New York, 
1902), p. 72; Ray Stannard Baker, “The Rise of the Tailors,” McClure's, 
XXIV (1904), 14. For other expressions of the same spirit, see Simon Patten, 
The New Basis of Civilization (New York, 1907), p. 84; John N. McCormick, 
The Litany and the Life (Milwaukee, 1904), p. 93; H. B. Brown, “Twentieth 
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progressive journal, which would not redeem itself until the evil 
pretensions of both organized capital and labor luid b(H*n supprt^ssed. 
In Los Angeles, where a Socialist labor group came within a hair’s 
breadth of controlling the city, the progressives comhiiutl witli their 
old enemies, the corporation-dominated machine, to fight off the 
challenge, and as a result never again exerted the they onct^ 

had in the city. Apropos of that struggle punctuated by a near general 
strike, dynamite, and death, the leading Cialifornia progressive the¬ 
orist, Chester Rowell, expostulated that no class as a class was fit to 
rule a democracy; that progress came only from the activities ni go«Kl 
citizens acting as individuals. Class prejudicr^ and class pride t^xcusiHl 
bribery, mass selfishness, lawlessness, and disorder, lliis class spirit 
emanating from both business and labor was 'Vlestroyimt AnuTican 
liberty.” When it became predominant, Rowell conchidt^h American 
institutions would be dead, for peaceful reform would no longer be 
possible, and ‘‘nothing but revolution” would remain?*^ 

At various times and places the prognssive politician invited the 
support of organized labor, but such co-operation was almost invari¬ 
ably a one-way street Somewhat reminiscent of th«! early relations 
between the British Liberal and Labor parties, it worktal only if the 
progressive rather than the labor politician was in the driver’s seat. 
In Maine, for example, when labor attempte^d to lead a aiitipaiini for 
the initiative and referendum, it was defeatixl in part by prtigressivt^s, 
who two years later led a successful campaign on the risnes,*^^ 
In the progressive literature the terms “captain of industry” and 'labor 
boss” were standard, while “labor statesman” was practic^ally unknowm 
Roosevelt’s inclination to try labor lawbreaker in a criiiiiiial court is 
well known; his administration's failure to indict criinirially one cor¬ 
poration executive is eloquent of the limits of his prejudicaL Frogresiivc^ 
..literature contained m,any proposals for permitting corfKtraiions to de,- 
velop until they had achieved quasi-monopoly stiitiis, at wtiiidi lime 
federal regulation would be imposed. No such deveiopmiuit wan fore¬ 
cast for labor. Unions were grudgingly rec^nized as a net^.essary evil, 
but the monopolistic closed shop was an aboiniriatiow not to be tol¬ 
erated with or without government regulation, in tin* C Ihkm^o team- 
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stars’ strike of 1905 Mayor Dunne ordered the city police to be 
“absolutely impartial” toward both capital and labor. But he also in¬ 
sisted that the strikers not be allowed to block the teams of nonunion 
men or the delivery of nonunion-marked goods.^® 

A few progressives, of course, hailed the rise of labor unions as an 
advance in democracy. But the majority, while sincerely desirous of 
improving the plight of the individual workingman, was perhaps bas¬ 
ically more hostile to the union than to corporate monopoly. If the 
progressive attention was mostly centered on the corporation during 
the decade, it was largely because the sheer social power of the cor¬ 
poration vastly overshadowed that of the rising but still relatively 
weak unions. When confronted with a bleak either-or situation, pro¬ 
gressive loyalties significantly shifted up and not down the economic 
ladder. 

Emotionally attached to the individual as a causative force and 
to an older America where he saw his group supreme, assaulted eco¬ 
nomically and socially from above and below, and yet eager for the 
wealth and the power that flowed from the new collectivism, the 
progressive was at once nostalgic, envious, fearful, and yet confident 
about the future. Fear and confidence together for a time inspired 
this middle-class group of supremely independent individuals with a 
class consciousness that perhaps exceeded that of any other group in 
the nation. This synthesis had been a long time developing. Back in 
the early 1890’s Henry George had remarked that the two dangerous 
classes to the state were “the very rich” and “the very poor.” Some 
years afterward a Populist paper referred to the “upper and lower 
scum” of society. At about the same time the acknowledged dean of 
American letters had inquired just where the great inventions, the 
good books, the beautiful pictures, and the just laws had come from 
in American society. Not from the “uppermost” or “lowermost” 
classes, Howells replied. They had come mosdy from the middle-class 
man. In the first, decade of the twentieth century the progressive never 
questioned where ability and righteousness resided. Nor was he xm- 
certain of the sources of the nation’s evils. “From above,” one wrote, 
*'come the problems of predatory wealth. . . . From below come the 
problems of poverty and pigheaded and brutish criminality.” ^ 

28 The Public, April 15, 1905. 
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As the progressive looked at the sharply differentiated America of 
1900, he saw “pyramids of money in a desert of want.” For William 
Men White the world was full of “big crooks” and the “underpriv¬ 
ileged.” The polar conditions of society assaulted the progressive 
conscience and threatened progressive security. Supremely individual¬ 
istic, the progressive could not impute class consciousness, or, as he 
would have phrased it, class selfishness, to himself. His talk was there¬ 
fore full of moral self-judgments, of phrases like “the good men,” “the 
better element,” “the moral crowd.” From the Old Source, he para¬ 
phrased, “Thou shalt not respect the person of the poor, nor honor 
the person of the great; in righteousness shalt thou judge thy neigh¬ 
bor.” His self-image was that of a “kind-hearted man” dealing in 
justice. William Kent publicly stated that he could not believe in the 
class struggle because every great reform of the past had been wrought 
by men who were not “selfishly interested.” “I believe,” he concluded, 
“altruism is a bigger force in the world than selfishness.” 

Since the progressive was not organized economically as was the 
capitalist and the laborer, he chose to fight his battles where he had 
the most power—in the political arena. And in large terms his political 
program was first that of the most basic urge of all nature, to pre¬ 
serve himself, and secondly to refashion the world after his own 
image. What the nation needed most, wrote a Midwestern clergyman, 
was an increase in the number of “large-hearted men” to counteract 
the class organization of both capital and labor. “Solidarity,” Herbert 
Croly stated, must be restored.” The point of reconcentration around 
which the hoped-for solidarity was to take place, of course, was the 
middle class. It was to “absorb” all other classes, thought Henry 
Demarest Lloyd. It was to be both the sum and substance of the class¬ 
less state of the future.®^ 

The progressive mentality was a compound of many curious ele¬ 
ments. It contained a reactionary as well as a reform impulse. It was 
imbued with a burning ethical strain which at times approached a 
misaonary desire to create a heaven on earth. It had in it intense 
feelings of moral superiority over both elements of society above and 
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below it economically. It emphasized individual dynamism and lead¬ 
ership. One part of it looked backward to an intensely democratic 
small America; another looked forward to a highly centralized na¬ 
tionalistic state. And both elements contained a rather ugly strain of 
racism. 

The progressive mentality was generated in part from both a fear 
of the loss of group status and a confidence in man’s ability to order 
the future. Had progressive militancy come in a more despondent 
intellectual and ethical climate and in a bleaker economic day, group 
fear might have won over group hope. Its more benign social ends 
might then have been transmuted into something more malignant. 
But in the warm and sunny atmosphere of 1900 the optimistic mood 
prevailed. For the year marking the beginning of the new century was 
a year of progressive success in the cities and the states. And within 
another year, by the ugly agent of an assassin’s gun, Theodore Roose¬ 
velt had become President. With the shot in Buffalo, progressivism 
achieved a spokesman in the White House. 




iri^HILE attending the Pan-American Expotition at Buffalo, New 
T T York, William McKinley was shot on September «i, IDCH, by 
an anarchist. For a week the President Iwivered between life ’jin<l 
death, and then on September 14 the Vice.Presi«{<'nt, 'rhisniore 
Roosevelt, became President of the United StiUt-s. For the nunnent 
most of the nation’s thoughts centered ufjon McKinley’s assaimna- 
tion. But then as politicians and men of affairs turned their attention 
from &e dead to the living, it was appanuit that they approached 
toe subject of Rooswelt’s succession with a troubh'd tnind. The new 
Prraidrat’s first official words that he would “continue ab.soltitely un- 
roken’ the pohaes of his prcdece»or were of .some comfoj t. Desjnte 
this assurance, ^ obvious nagging doubt existed uIkhu wltat tlu- new 
an imtried chief executive would do. Oomervatiw* men IkhIi in 
Washington and New York openly hoped for the best. Hut privately 
ey agre^ with Mark Hanna that practically attything could hap- 
pen now that da^ cowboy” was in the White Home. Underneath 
they sensed that things had changed and the comfortabl.. days under 

ft, thing, the new President was not true 

0 e type that had been almost standard for nearly a huntlred years, 
ns ea of being self-made and coming from the people of the Wm, 

wealth. Not being self-educated, as Lincoln or Cleveland were, nor 
^ og-cabm college,” as many of the otfwrs had, he at- 

Endito n the nearm American equivalent to the aristotTiitic 
glish pubhc schools, and then had gone on to HarvaM. Moreover, he 
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had traveled extensively in Europe and was interested in such strange 
things as art, literature, and birds. Perhaps even more strange, the 
new President had written books not in any way related to politics. 
One had to go back almost a century to John Quincy Adams to find 
someone near his kind. And while this last of the cultivated fathers 
of the early Republic was still orally honored occasionally in Wash¬ 
ington, most 1900 businessmen and politicians would have found 
Adams’ company uncomfortable, if not downright embarrassing. 

Many other things about Roosevelt troubled the professional poli¬ 
tician and the practical men of affairs. He was only forty-three years 
old, certainly young to be in charge of grave national affairs. He had 
not climbed up the political ladder slowly as most of the seasoned 
veterans had, maturing on the way, but had shot up to the nation’s 
highest office with amazing and impetuous speed. He was impulsive, 
often, embarrassingly so in both word and deed. Had he not talked 
about lining up some of the nation’s radicals back in the nineties and 
shooting them? And then, as if to balance matters somewhat, he had 
spoken about the need for chastising corporations and their execu¬ 
tives. It was well known in Washington that during the time he was 
Assistant Secretary of the Navy he had given critical orders to the 
fieet without the knowledge or consent of his superior, Secretary Long. 
He had quit his position to go riding off to the Spanish War with a 
group of college graduates and cowboys. Despite his assurances that 
he would not rock the official boat, almost anything could be expected 
from such a man, and many feared the worst. Commenting upon his 
accession, the friends of the incumbent Secretary of State, John Hay, 
agreed that the national situation, on a most conservative estimate, 
was ‘ffiig with possibilities of change.” ^ 

Had the disturbed men looked less at Roosevelt’s personal deeds 
and more at his official political acts, they would have been some¬ 
what comforted. For however bizarre Roosevelt’s crowded young life 
was after leaving Harvard, punctuated with a near duel for his first 
wife’s favor, and the ranching episode in the badlands, his official 
actions were far more discreet. True, he had captured public attention 
by his war on graft as a member of the New York state legislature, 
and he had sounded like a reformer again as a New York City police 
commi^oner and as a member of the United States Civil Smdce 

^ Tyler Dennett, John Hay: From Poetry to Politics (New York, 1933), p. 
343. 
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Commission. But aside from administrative ref«rm.s iiLs talk had al¬ 
ways promised more than his acts performed. On economic (luestions 
he was as sound as McKinley. During hi,s thr.*e ternus a.s a member 
of the New York l^lature he voted agaimst a teachers’ pension act 
and labeled a law limiting the hours of streetcar eonductore to twelve 
^ “socialistic.” Moreover, he was a party man. lie had proved that 
m 1884 after the Blaine nomination. He had considered Blaine the 
worst possible choice. But instead of supjiorting Cleveland and his 
reform record, as Henry Cabot Lodge and .so many young men of 
Roosevelt s social group had, he had remained silent for a 'tim«‘ and 
then had vigorously supported the knight from Maine with the some- 
what bedraggled plumes. 


Roosevelts record of party loyalty, as well a.s his war-lmrn popu- 
lanty, stood him in good stead in 1898 when Boss Tom Platt and 
Chauncey Depew of the New York Central Railroad wer<* !<H>kinv for 
a respectable Republican candidate for governor of New York to 
cover up a party record of graft and corruptitm. After Roosevelt had 
promised the “Easy Boss” that he would not disturb the .state machine 

campaign, carefully contrived 
to keep fresh the public’s memory of the Rough Ruin atul his charge 
up San Juan Hill, was not just a formality. The party’s reconl was 
bad and the opposition formidable. Roosevelt covered the entire state 
occasionally spewing about the need for civil service reform and 
confessing once that in the past he had been a little too severe with 
abor. But most of his speeches were full of tlu' sounds of marching 
men and references to the glories of far-off empire. His mnuKlinv fisf 
waving arms, and his staccato-lifce denunciation of the DemcH-mH S 
opposing the war and being false to the nation’s imperial destiny did 
the rest. He was elected by a small majority of less than 18.000 wtc.s. 
While he was governor, Roosevelt was able to st>cure Imm a re- 

the ODoiSl Tv corporation franchises and. over 

protecting t measures outlawing prize fighting and 

were of a^ much bT* state offic.’s 

corTTrlTTw 1 . a T Superintendent of Insurance for 

Platt’! creature tT^J^ '^■'*** 

noTTniter ITLm would 

W the hold of the Republican machine on the state. 
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More often than not, behind the scenes, he found ways to support the 
machine and still live comfortably with his lively conscience. But in 
the two years he held office he was so troublesome to Platt that the 
‘‘Easy Boss” took pains to see that he was nominated as McKinley’s 
running mate in 1900. Roosevelt accepted the dubious honor in part 
because he was maneuvered into it and in part because he realized that 
his renomination and re-election as governor were not at all assured.^ 

Theodore Roosevelt was unhappy both as the vice-presidential can¬ 
didate and then as the incumbent. His real desire was for the Presi¬ 
dency, and he acutely realized that historically the second office had 
usually been a way station on the road to oblivion. After the in¬ 
auguration he wrote to Leonard Wood that he had “taken the veil” 
and revealed his plans for studying law on the side or perhaps becom¬ 
ing a scholar, although he indicated he would prefer “a more active 
life.” But Roosevelt was not the man to permit present despondency 
to obscure future possibilities. Soon he was writing discreet letters to 
possible supporters in 1904 and was able to report to his friend Sen¬ 
ator Henry Cabot Lodge that he was receiving back “what might be 
called conditional offers of friendship.” ® The shot at Buffalo made 
further discreet letters unnecessary. Roosevelt was President. 

Few Presidents have evoked more contradictory emotions and con¬ 
flicting judgments among his fellows than Theodore Roosevelt. The 
man simply inspired strong words. To an adoring William Allen White 
he was a paragon of moral and intellectual values. Henry Adams as¬ 
signed to him “the singular primitive quality . . . that medieval 
theology assigned to God—^he was pure act.” Others spoke in angry 
tones of his “ambitious, imperious and arrogant” character, full of 
“brutal fury and coarse violence.” During his lifetime an English jour¬ 
nalist nominated him along with William II of Germany as the two 
world rivals for being the omniscient and omnipotent “masters of the 
obvious.” Henry Demarest Lloyd called him an “atavism . . . with 
much the same appetite for the spread of ideas by explosion which 
Napoleon had.” * 

2 Henry F. Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt (New York, 1931), p. 222. 

3 Roosevelt to Leonard Wood, March 27, 1901; Roosevelt to Henry Cabot 
Lodge, June 29, 1901, Roosevelt MSS. 

^William Allen White, Autobiography (New York, 1946), p. 297; Henry 
Adams, The Education of Henry Adams (New York, 1918), p. 417; Wilham G. 
Brown, The New Politics and Other Papers (Boston, 1914), p. 142; Literary 
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Theodore Roosevelt was so many things to so many men because 
he was also many things to himself. The trouble was that the etno- 
tional and the intellectual man refused to add up to any rouml and 
consistent sum. Many of his dominant impul.se.s were tnatclu'd bv 
their opposites. But instead of creating an t>(iuilibrium within the man, 
these antipodal feelings sometimes impelled him to go hurtling off,' 
first in one direction and then in another. Ro<weveIt loved life in all 
of its phases with a ferocious intensity, and ht' w;i,s not so coiLstituted 
that he could enjoy any portion of it as a bystander. Th<> (pup ab>ut 
him at a wedding that he wanted to bo the preacher, the briti<‘, and 
the bridegroom revealed more possibly than the ((uipster undetstood. 
Roosevelt once remarked that man’s mission in life could lx* sumnu‘d 
up with the words “work, fight, and breed.” A natural competitor ami 
combatant, he was happiest when testing hi.s jK>wers against those of 
other men or of the universe. Killing a grizzly hear with a himting 
knife, he wrote about a prosp<!ctive Imnting tri{>, “wtntld he great 
sport.’’ Yet despite this love for the strenuous life Roosevelt had 
yearmngs for the quieter career of science and .scholarsliip. His first 
ambition was to be a naturalist. He produced more than cnie rr<*<iit;i- 
ble work of history, and at times thought of heinjj a professor. His 
favorite American Presidents showed something of the ehsivage within 
the man. On the one hand he admirexl the reflective, compromising, 
and patient Abraham Lincoln, on the other tl«* irnjjentous, lagid- 
strong, and trigger-quick Andrew Jackson.* 

Roosevelt was possessed both of a burning urge to excel and a d<*ep 
social consciousness. He was quite aware that he belongtxl to a very 
special social group. And he easily and superciliously divid.al men. 
races, and nations between those few who counted in his eyes ami the 
many who belonged to the “junk of history.” After his gratluation from 
Harvard, he resolved to belong “to the governing class and not to the 
governed.” As a youth he had been trained to the manners t>f a gentle- 
man, but in a contest he was the ancient man ready to dutch ut any 


TW W®"',10. 18»9; Kiting E, Mwison («!.), 
Letters of Theodore Roosevelt (8 vols., Cambridee IS.'H 54 1 If 004 

]^t I wXr to subsequent payei nay also be f«md in Morinni. 
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convenient club. Elihu Root once observed that he was essentially a 
fighter who in a struggle was “completely dominated by a desire to 
destroy his adversary.” At such times he could be cruelly unfair, 
especially to an outmatched opponent. The word “liar^’ and worse 
came readily to his lips. Despite his strong competitive urge, Roose¬ 
velt was a warmhearted, kindly man with a deep sense of obligation 
for the downtrodden and the unfortunate. For the Latin-American 
“banana republics” and the “inferior races” of south and central 
Europe he had an easy scorn. But once the people of these countries 
joined the immigrant groups in the eastern cities of the United States,, 
he was genuinely concerned with their material and civil condition. 
Intellectually and morally Roosevelt was as multifaceted as he was 
emotionally. He was a Darwinist who believed that man and the 
higher anthropoids had developed from creatures which originally 
possessed “only such mental attributes as a mollusk or crustacean of 
today.” Identifying man with the entire living kingdom, he suggested 
to the naturalist John Burroughs that the higher animals thought and 
trained their young, endowing them with both “intellectual and moral 
traits.” He was disinclined to talk about mystical religion, and re^ 
peatedly stated that his religion consisted of “good works.” But this 
Jamesian doctrine scarcely suggested immortality to him. He went to 
church, not because he felt he needed it, but to “set an example.” 
Loving life as he did, he felt that death was the “final defeat,” “a, 
going out into the darkness,” “when all things are the same to every-, 
man.” Possibly because of his religious views Roosevelt shared the 
same intense moral sense of his feUow progressives. His Secretary of 
the Interior once told him that legally he could not bar the re-entry 
into the United States of an alien who had gone to Canada with a. 
woman not his wife. Despite the law Roosevelt insisted that the man 
should not be allowed to re-enter the country. This strict sense of 
personal morality and his willingness to measure other people by it 
in a public fashion often put him into an untenable position. In his 
private life he was impeccably consistent with his code. The ends of 
politics and public life often constrained him, however, to forget 
about the means. Amos Pinchot once wrote him that he had to be 
either a great politician or a great moral teacher; he could not be 
both. But Roosevelt simply had to be both, and thus his public actions 
often belied his private but highly publicized ethics. So strong was thia 
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moral sense that he found it necessary to justify even his most realistic 
actions in the highest moral terms, and the results at times made him 
look like a first-class hypocrite.® 

Although Roosevelt believed in human progress, he was not under 
the delusion that progress came automatically to everyone. Just as 
there were inferior races, there were also inferior individuals, and 
progress came only to those men and nations who proved themselves 
superior in the world’s ceaseless competition. Change was inevitable, 
but benevolent change came only to those men and nations who ex¬ 
erted all of their intellect and energy to effect it. For the slothful, the 
ignorant, and the complacent, change meant only a decline and per¬ 
haps eventual disappearance from the earth. Roosevelt’s evolutionary 
patterns of thought seem to link him with nineteenth-century deter¬ 
minism. In his youth, it is true, he appeared to be an ardent believer 
in social Darwinism. But as soon as he entered practical politics he 
found out, he later confessed, that ‘‘the economic man of most text¬ 
books simply did not exist. . . Roosevelt had too much faith in 
individual determination and power to effect change to be a de- 
terminist of any variety. Had he not changed himself from a sickly 
and weak child to an athletic and pugnacious adult? He approved of 
Lord Acton’s treatise on liberty because freedom gave the individual 
and the nation a chance “to remold themselves.” Admitting that the 
direction of human affairs was often shaped by “great blind forces” 
over which no man or nation had sovereignty, he did not share to 
this extent the confident belief of the more naive reformers of his day 
that man could entirely remake himself and his society. But he was 
convinced that there were margins between such forces, and rather 
large ones, where the person and the state could make significant 
changes. Taft once wrote him that he had never met a man “more 
strongly in favor of strong government” and more confident that 
government intervention in society’s troubles would prove efficacious 
for the state and the individual alike. Roosevelt’s 1912 program for 
sweeping reform, which looked forward to a future Roosevelt New 
Deal, was neither a bastard political creation of the moment nor 
entirely the ideological child of Herbert Croly. The New Nationalism 

6Roosevelt to John Burroughs, May 29, 1905, Roosevelt MSS.,* Oscar S. 
Straus, “Diary” (manuscript), pp. 108, 202,* Roosevelt to Taft, August 28, 
1908, Taft MSS.; Roosevelt to Oliver Wendell Holmes, December 5, 1904, 
Roosevelt to George Otto Trevelyan, March 9, 1905, Roosevelt MSS. 
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came from a natural wedlock between a specific political situation 
and some of I'lu^odore Roosevelt’s basic beliefs.’' 

“At times I fend an almost Greek horror of extremes,” Roosevelt 
wrote to an Emtlish friend. To his more politically cautious allies, 
especially when he wa.s doing something radical, Roosevelt often de¬ 
scribed himself as a conservative. At times he was inordinately critical 
of the “impractical ndonners” who were pushing him past the point 
he wanted to go. Throughout his life he considered the farmers, the 
small businessmen, and the upper-class mechanics his “natural allies.” 
When his morality did not interfere with desirable public policy, he 
was perhaps more int«>rested in the processes of government rather 
than its entls, aiul tw a gradualist he had a reverence for social order 
and historical continuity. For these and other reasons he, has been 
called a const'rvativi* by some very able contemporary historians.* 

Measured ;igainst the world-wide socialism of today perhaps Roose¬ 
velt wa.s a conservative. What American statesman would not be? 
But in the context of American history and of his own times his con¬ 
servatism, to say the least, was a most peculiar type. So was that of 
his political supporters, the farmers, the small businessman, and the 
ujjper-class mechanics. If occasionally he felt a horror of extremes, that 
did not stop him at other times from going a long way toward the 
polar iwsitions when public ends and personal ambition were pushing 
him. If at times he criticized radicals, he was also vociferous in his 
criticism of conservatives. The truth is that Roosevelt, the politician, 
often called hims«*lf a conservative when he was going in a radical 
din'ction and a radical when he was headed the opposite way. Like¬ 
wise, when writing to his more conservative friends, he was a con¬ 
servative, and to his inon* progressive supporters he was a progressive. 
To the middle he was usually the practical man dealing in justice. 

now(>v<*r traditional his cotU- of pcixonal morality, Roosevelt was far 
morc! libertarian in other areas. His preference for functionalism and 
simplicity in public architecture was far advanced for his day and in 
sharp contrast to th«* traditional taste for structures after the Greco- 

’’Roosevelt to Arthur J. Balfour, March 5, 1908, Roosev<‘lt MSS.; William 
Howard 1'aft to Roosevelt, July 16, 1907, Taft MSS.; Roosevelt to F. J. 
Ranlett, June 24, 1907, Roosevelt to John St. L. Strachey, September 16, 1908, 

••Roosevelt to John St. L. Strachey, March 8, 1901, Roosevelt MSS.; John 
Blum, The Repuhliean Roosevelt (Boston, 1954), pp. 5-6, 55; Morison (ed.), 
Roosevelt letters, VI, 910. 
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Roman mode. If a building was functional but lacked distinction, he 
wrote, it was at least “never ridiculous” as were some of the copies 
of old-world castles which dotted the American pioneer earth. When 
he was a young man he preferred the sensuoirs pnntiness of Jean 
Baptiste Greuze to the more realistic efforts of other artists. But his 
review of the radical 1913 New York Armory show, while critical, was 
far more sympathetic than those of the more established eritic.s of the 
day. He praised the paintings of Charles Slu'eler and John Sloan, and 
commented in their defense that there existed “forces which cannot 
be ignored in modern life.” * 


Roosevelt had a deep reverence for traditional moral law. But h<* 
showed no such fondness for historic economic and jiolitica! institu¬ 
tions. In the areas of economics and politics he wa.s (tften a nt<xiifier 
and an innovator. In 1895, when his judgmt'nts w(*ni still relatively 
free from the expediency and the push of office, ht* remarked that in 
the last analysis every government was “a sy.stem of mixed itulividmal- 
ism and collectivism.” And then the real Roosev«*lt emer';e<l. “Political 
expediency,” he concluded, “draw.s the line.” Years later one of the 
shrewdest minds of his generation appraised him, perhaps a hit un¬ 
fairly. Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes described him jw “a very likctable, 
a big figure, a rather ordinary intellect, with extraordinaty gift.s, a 
shrewd and I think pretty unscrupulous politician. . . .” **' 

Whether Roosevelt was a conservative or a radical <lepetids liinitely 
upon one’s yardstick, and how one measun's the man. ftis intellect anti 
emotions were often at odds. So were his detds anti w-ords. In some 
things he was a traditionalist and in others a reformer. Miist of his 
beEefs and prejudices refltT.ted the beliefs and pn*jutli,-es tif the mithlle 
register of Americans, and in that sense he was a prtiyressive. But mtist 
of aff he was a skillful broker of the possible, a bmker l»*tween the 
past and the present, between the intt'rest groups pushing the govern¬ 
ment one way and the other, betwevn his own etHiseituiee anti hLs «p- 
portumties. An able, ambitious nondoctrinaire, a montiist with a tleep 
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love for his country and an abiding sense of responsibility, he was of 
that frenus mi ffemm, a democratic politician. 

When 'rheodore Roo^velt became President, both houses of Con¬ 
gress were dominated by solid Republican majorities, and in each case 
these majorities were almost totally conservative.^' Somewhere in the 
years prior to Roosevelt’s accession, a subtle but decisive change had 
taken place in the Republican congressional leadersliip. For one thing, 
power had shifted radically from the House to the Senate rince the 
days when 'I'homas B. Reed, William McKinley, and Samuel J. Ran¬ 
dall had directed the proceedings of the lower house. Secondly, the 
character of Senate leadership itself had changed. Until the issue of 
imperialism had divided Republicans, the voices of Reed, and those 
of senators like George F. Hoar of Massachusetts and WiUiam E. 
Chandler of New Hampshire, had been weighty in party councils. 
Such men wm' conservatives, hut their conservatism stemmed from 
an older, more individualistic day before the power of the new in¬ 
dustrialism had left its imprint upon Congress, Adamant in their pro¬ 
tection of property rights, the sympathies of Hoar and Chandler, how¬ 
ever, lay more in the direction of the: individual than with artificial 
penionalitie,s called corporations, and their devotion to human rights, 
possibly reflecting their Civil War background, was as ardent as it was 
sincere. 

During McKinley’s first administration a new controlling group 
arose in the Senate. By 1901 the power of Nelson W. Aldrich of Rhode 
Island, John C. SfXKmer of Wisconsin, Orville H. Platt of Connecticut, 
and William B, Allison of Iowa was practically undiallenged in Con¬ 
gress. Aldrich had started life as a delivery boy and had acquired a 
modest fortune as a wholesale grocer. But after going to the Senate in 
1881 ho rapidly iM'came a multimillionaire through the manipulation 
of street railways and fnmehist* politics. In 1901 hLs only daughter 
married Johti D. Rockefeller, Jr. Since the time he had opposed the 
interstate commerce bill in 1886, big business and finance had con¬ 
sidered him their most trustworthy representative in the capital, 
it is doubtful whether he ever wholly violated their trust. In his politics 
Aldrich was almost a pure Hamiltonian. That wealth should rule the 
country was almost axiomatic to him; otherwise all security would de¬ 
part and the hope for progress end. Since manufacturing was the 

«The Flftv-sixth Congress was made up of 197 Republi^ns and 151 Demo¬ 
crats in the House and 55 Republicans and 31 Democrats in the Senate. 
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gr^test pr^ucer of wealth, its interests and welfare should be pro- 
tected at all costs. To the general commonality Aldrich gave scant con- 
ration. Most people,” he often scornfully observed, “don’t know 
what Aey want.” Aldrich rarely took the floor of the Senate in a de¬ 
bate; his work was usually done behind the scenes. An imposing figure 
^ ^ first-rate if rather an uncultivated mind, and sup- 

ported by his unseen but powerful constituency, Aldrich was the leader 
of Ae four and until 1910 deserved his title “boss of the Senate ” “ 
John Coit Spooner came from early New England stock. As a bril- 
lant young lawyer in Wisconsin he soon made his way to the top of the 
isconsin bar. As counsel and legislative representative for two of the 
laig«t Rhoads in the state he earned the title “chief of the coipora- 
lon lobbyiste ^d the confidence of the regular Repubhcan machine. 
Elected to the Senate in 1885, he became a brilliant debater and later 
f constitutional adviser of the dominant four. 

Platt of Connecticut was the faithful supporter of Repubhcan Presi- 
ents, the elder statesman and adviser of the four, and Allison of Iowa 
ecame t e pnup s fixer and concihator. Just as conservative as the 
other three m his basic views, Alhson was sensitive to the agrarian 
un^t in hs hoine state and consequently was always a httle more 
Willing to bend before a storm of popular protest.^® 

Other men of considerable power sat in the Senate chamber and 
^casionally chaUenged the four on a particular measure. The cultured 
Matdiew Quay, boss of Pennsylvania since 1885 and conscienceless 
pohncal mampulator, defied Aldrich on a statehood bill and defeated 

‘ Henry Cabot 

Lodge of Mas^chusetts sometimes went his own way in foreign poh- 

cs confident m his superb inteUectual powers and in the support of 
his hfelong per^^^ friend in the White House. Eugene Hale of 
I^e New York s Easy Boss,” Thomas C. Platt, and relative young- 
^ like Boi^ Penrose of Pennsylvania and Joseph Benson Foraker of 
Ohio all made their individual weight felt at times. And until 1904 
Acre was Marcus A. Hanna, always an independent force in the party 

^?wlf Republican organizations in the Soul 

and West and his influence with Wall Street. 

Nathaniel W. Stephenson, NeUon W. Aldrich (New York, 1930). pp. 41, 

Wisconsin,” Americarr Monthly Review of 








ROOSEVELT: THE FIRST YEAR 


II7 

At the very start of the Roosevelt years the shrewd Matthew Quay 
sensed trouble ahead since there were two ‘‘Executive Mansions/’ one 
at the White House and the other presided over by Mark Hanna in the 
Senate. And at times there was even trouble between the four, as on 
the ship subsidy measure when Allison was listening to the West and 
not to the party directorate in the Senate. But except for such differ¬ 
ences on peculiarly sectional measures and those arising from personal 
ambitions, an over-all harmony existed under the leadership of the 
four because of an almost complete identity of economic and social 
viewpoints. In the Ohio campaign of 1902 Hanna, with his eyes on the 
White House, asked his constituents to “stand pat and continue Re¬ 
publican prosperity.” Scarcely a Republican senator would have found 
such remarks objectionable. Even the younger men from the West who 
would later split radically away from Republican orthodoxy were in 
1901 contented with both the dogma and its four leading expositors. 
Allison’s protege, Jonathan P. Dolliver, wrote to a protesting constituent 
that as “a straight and strict Republican” he could only admire Aid- 
rich. And the ambitious Albert J. Beveridge was jubilant that Aldrich 
and his associates had acknowledged his basic “conservatism” by plac¬ 
ing him on the Senate steering committee. Meanwhile, in Wisconsin, 
Robert La Follette had just won an election with the support of 
Spooner.^^ 

Until 1903 the House of Representatives was little more trouble to 
the four than the Senate. Since Thomas Brackett Reed’s day the House 
under an able Speaker could be managed against anything but a major 
rebellion. David B. Henderson, the Speaker from 1901 to 1903, was 
not a strong man. But save for higher Civil War pensions, which he 
incessantly supported, he thoroughly agreed with the Senate cabal and 
was content to follow their lead. As often as not high policy was worked 
out by the four to be subsequently presented to Henderson. Only in 
the matters of tariff revision and corporation policy was the House, 
with its heavier representation from the farming country, apt to cause 
difficulties, and even these were more vocal than substantive. In De¬ 
cember, 1902, a change occurred in the House when Henderson re¬ 
signed as Speaker because, he announced, he was absolutely opposed 
to the rising sentiment in his home state of Iowa for tariff revision as 

Everett Walters, Joseph Benson Foraker (Columbus, Ohio, 1945), p. 200; 
Jonathan P. Dolliver to James D. Hall, October 9, 1901, Dolliver MSS.,* 
Beveridge to J. G. Shaffer, February 7, 1902, Beveridge MSS. 
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•a cure for the trust evil. “Not one revision’* in any schedule, Henderson 
■observed on p^'ting, would affect the trusts an iota, while any iwision 
would introduce a noxious “fa-e trade poison” into the arteii(*s <,f 
‘dtistry.^® 

Joseph G. Cannon, the newly elected Speak«*r, was a nian of far dif¬ 
ferent kidney from Henderson. A rough and able politiiian. Uncle foe, 
as he was called, assiduously cultivated the art.s of potation, pnffanitv,' 
and poker. But under his free and easy backwootls inatmer was a de¬ 
termination to regain for the House some of tin* pn'stigt' it had lost 
under Henderson. Ruthlessly using the Speakt'r’s gn-at ptnc-rs. he nip- 
idly organized the House after his own preferences, tuid until the IhlP 
rebelHon he ruled the chamber as few Rpenkent have. Soon Vim senV 
tonal four were by necessity seriously li.stening to his tidvit'c. Aldricli 
Spooner, Allison, and Platt, Roosevelt wrote, had been at the Wliite* 
House the previous night to discuss financial legislation. But. the Presi- 
dent was careful to state, no decisions were made since they desired 
to find out Cannon’s views before even fomiukiting their own, A .short 
tune later Ro^ noted that any bill before the House was likelv to riass 

m the form Gannon approved, and pretty sure to he tleh-ated if In* 
disapproved.^ 


f i Q nad to be more diplomatic with the sensilnltfi»'.s 

of the Speaker and the House after Cannon’s rise, their general phiio- 
^phe outlook was safer in the hands of Cannon than it hatl lain i„ 
Hendersons, men fim rounding up votes to sujifxtrt his cntulidaev 

uo ‘'““W !»• suu.med 

^ m the phrase stand by the status.” In assigning ,iew metuhers to 

House conmttees in 1902 he frankly admitttxl that his inte.nion was 
^ choose judicially minded men” who would lessen the danver of 
class and locallegislation.” It was not long tmfore the tjuip was Iming 
p^sed around Washington that the new Speaker was so cotlser^^Ttive 

congrasional delcRation was quit,' uiiabl.- to otTor 

as not only a badly outnumbered minority, but worse, a minority 
“ Literary Digest, XXV (1902) 167 

...... 
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without coiu'sion. 'I’hc pugnacious and erratic Joseph W. Bailey of 
Texas, iniiuu'ity leader of the House under McKinley and elected to 
the Senate in 1902, seemed to be the congressional heir apparent to the 
Bryan tradition of agricultural reform. But Bryan had been soundly 
beatt'n for tlu' Presithuiey in 1900 and his radical western congressional 
following had dwindled. 'I'he young and able Frances J. Newlands en¬ 
tered the Senate from Nevada in 1903, but after the 1900 elections the 
western congn‘ssional delegation was largely Republican. 

In the South the foiv.t's of poor-white radicalism were gathering, but 
with the exct>ptitin of Senator Benjamin Tillman of South Carolina 
this .small farmer group was still without important leaders in Wash¬ 
ington. The southern congressional deh'gation in 1901 was on the whole 
con!«‘rvativ«‘. But here again the South could not unite even in its con¬ 
servatism. For ot«‘ wing of .southern con.servatism was represented by 
the new minority leader of the House, John Sharp Williams of Mis¬ 
sissippi. Brilliant, unconventional, and amiable, Williams was the es- 
stmcc of cotton-planting traditionalism, an ardent advocate of states’ 
rights, and one of the last of the J(‘fTor.sonians. Far removed from 
Williams in their thinking were such Democrats as Senator Arthur P. 
Gomian of Maryland, considered a serious candidate for the presi¬ 
dential nomination in 1904, and Senator John Lowndes McLaurin of 
South Carolina. After the tradition of Sam Randall, Gorman was a 
high-tariff, industrially minded Dt'inocrat. McLaurin was even closer 
to the Repuldiruns. Spt'aking in 1901, he denounced Bryanism as “the 
first step toward revolution,” and defended the eximnsicmist, protec¬ 
tionist, and subsidy policuw of the McKinley admini.stration.’” 

In the North and East the party was even mon‘ of an ideological 
patchwork quilt. At one corner was the wealthy August Belmont and 
his ctmservative copTie dixlicattxl to defeating Bryan in 1904. At the 
other was the rapidly rising journalist William Randolph ITearst, avidly 
hungry for any important office and ready to go far to the left in im¬ 
passioned ra<lical appitals to gain his ambition. In the center stood 
Tammany, its power based upon an old Irish minority and upon recent 
immigration, possessed of the only sistable northern Democratic con' 
grossional del(>gations and mostly indifferent to ideology provided of- 
fita^s and spoils could lx* won. From such a party little resiwnsible and 
consistent ttp|)ositiou could be expected. Consequently in 1901 con¬ 
servative Repuhricani.sm, save for an internal schism, had little to 

Outlook, I,XVni (1901), 68. 
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G^ncrsly PHilundicr Cl, ]K.nox, Roth men hnd been conhdsnts of jMIc- 
K.inley and both were thoroughly sympathetic to the conservative 
point of view. When Root rcstigned in 1904 Roosevelt called him “the 
ablest, most generous, and most disinterested friend and adviser that 
any President could hope to have. . . 

The Prt:sident’s first message to Congress in December, 1901, was 
also hailed by contempttrarit's as a safe document. It contained no 
“fireworks,” reported the New York Evening Post, and might have 
come from “a man of sixty, trained in conservative habits.” It was a 
long message of over thirty thousand words, and it roundly denounced 
a-ssassins and anarchists, called for both educational and economic tests 
for would-be immigrants, described the growth of great corporations 
as a “natural” phenomenon, stressed the need for expanding foreign 
markets, supported the existing tariff schedules, and asked for a sub¬ 
sidized merchant marine. But on careful reading Roosevelt’s first 
me.ssage does not appear as con.servativc as either his contemporaries 
thought or as subs«‘quent historians have judged.*® In the first para¬ 
graph addn'ssed to the trust question Roosevelt stated without equivo¬ 
cation that the old laws and customs regulating the accumulation and 
distribution of wealth were “no longer sufficient.” Subsequently he 
spoke of the “real and grave evils” of large indu.stry, particularly of 
overcapitalization and its “baleful consequences.” ** The President 
called for “firactical (*fforts” to correct these evils, and specifically for 
national supeivisi<m of corporations and the amendment of the Inter¬ 
state Commerce Law to ensure eciuality of railroad rates and facilities 
to all shippers. lie also asked for n'ciprocity tariff treaties and a large 
nationtil jjrogram of conservation and reclamation. Although Roosevelt 
wa.s careful in every instance to surround and qualify these suggestions 
with much cautious talk, the central fact is that many of the seeds of 
his future legislative program can be found in this first message to 
Congress. 

1’he eijuivocal yes-and-no qualities of Roosevelt’s first effort with 
Congn^ss refle.cti'd his ambiguous political po.sition as well as his simple 
lack of understanding of many of the basic issues facing the country. 

Roose-velt to ThetKlore Roosevelt, Jr., February 6, 1904, Roosevelt MSS. 

New York Evening Post, December 3, 1901; James D. Richardson, A 
Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents (Washington, 1902), 
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»*> Henry F. Prlngk states that after a talk with Hanna, Roosevelt cut the 
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But his equivocation also arose from his realization that unless he co¬ 
operated with the forces led by Aldrich, Ettle if any legislation could 
e won from an overwhelmingly conservative Congress. An outright 
stn^gle with the Senate leadersHp also would have imperiled his 
nomination and re-election in 1904, a consideration that was never far 
from ^s mmd during the next three years. Before writing his first.raes- 
sage, he corfially invited Aldrich, Spooner, Platt, and Allison to go 
ov^ the ^ef ^ues with him.. Hanna saw the message before it was 
put into final form, as did Root and Knox. This consultation set a 
pa em thzt lasted for the next three years and more. When Joseph 
Gannon be^me a power as Speaker of the House, his advice was also 
carefuUy sohcited and reflected in Roosevelt’s legislative policy 
:^n the spring of 1903 Wilham Howard Taft wrote the President bit¬ 
terly cntic^g Aldrich, a criticism which by imphcation included 
Rwsevelt for his co-operation with the Rhode Islander. Character- 
istically Roosevelt replied with a defense of Aldrich and himself. Al¬ 
though he had had a “stand up fight” with Aldrich over trust policy, 
he had come to have great respect for him and his conservative associ¬ 
ates, mcluding Cannon. These men were “the most powerful factors in 
Congrras and were far more satisfactory to work with than the “rad¬ 
ial refoimers.” The query might be raised, what radical refonnem? 
^e fact was^that they did not exist in Congress in any significant num- 
ter. Roosevelt was simply workmg with what was at hand, and after 
the fact defending his actions. Whatever his inchnations toward re- 
orm, the President was thoroughly aware that the support of the con¬ 
gressional pa^ was a necessity for any legislation he might care to 
pass and probably for his nomination and election in 1904. An adept 
and ^bmons politician, he was prepared to pay the price for such, 
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CHAPTER 7 


The Square Deal 


T heodore ROOSEVELT’S legislative reqtrests from the Fifty- 
seventh and Fifty-eighth Congresses were extremely modest. In his 
annual message of December, 1901, he had featured the trust issue by 
giving it the first place in his list of recommendations. Specifically, he 
had asked for the creation of a new Department of Commerce with a 
Bureau of Corporations to collect and publicize information about in¬ 
terstate industry, an act to expedite antitrust prosecutions, and a rail¬ 
road bill barring the giving of rebates on freight shipments. Under his 
so-called commercial policy he recommended the passage of the Aid- 
rich proposal for the expansion and contraction of the currency, a 
reciprocity tariff measure with Cuba and the Phihppines, a ship sub¬ 
sidy bill, construction of the Panama Canal, and major additions to 
the Navy. A group of miscellaneous measures included Elihu Root’s 
plans for reorganizing the Army, new immigration restrictions, and the 
creation of a permanent census bureau. 

The so-called Expedition Act, which added two assistant attorney 
generals to the government payroll and expedited the trying of suits 
under the Sherman Law, met little opporition. The Elkins Act of 1903, 
forbidding railroads from giving rebates to large industrial companies, 
and thus providing them with a substantial advantage over their com¬ 
petitors, won the support of both conservatives and liberals. Subse¬ 
quently the charge was made by Democratic Senator Augustus O. 
Bacon of Georgia that the Elkins Act was first drawn up by an attorney 
for the Pennsylvania Railroad, In denying the chaige. Senator Foraker 
answered that Bacon was confused, since he had reference only to the 
first Elkins bill, introduced in an earlier session. Since both proposals 
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Th, n ^ of granting rebates to laigte shippers 

oaij a Aldnch had agreed to support the proposal for a 

bers of Congress were openly or secretly opposed to the measure The 

p rtaent to aid and assist commerce. But the bill as amended in 
tioS ^ provision for a Bureau of Corpora- 

stS ind“ . information aboutTnter- 

^orn^l aTt H the same power to subpoena and 

me^JT r c testimony as possessed by the Inteistate Com- 

merce Coi^ission. So strong was the opposition being led by Senator 

Pennsylvania House delegation tha[ Senator 
^vendge doubted at times whether it would even come to a vote 

the Me u President released to 

e press a threat that unless the bill was passed he would call a spe- 

ntuTr that John D. 

opposition and had been deluging 
Confess telegrams. The President purported to give even thefei^ 

Roosevelt was wrong; obviously he had not seen copies, for the s^der 

s„?r u ®h>ry, if not in its details, he had been 

m^tanPally co^ct. In the ensuing uproar from the country both the 

b”ru“ltd r“ 

The President ^so exerted himself for the Newlands reclamation 
reorganization bills. During the summer of 
mZti^7 representatives of the seventeen western states, 

^en?t i <^heyenne Wyoming, had approved a plan drawn up by 
Senator Francis G. Newlands of Nevada whereby a proportion of the 
receipts from public-land sales in these states would be utihzed for the 
purpose of constructing dams and reclamation works. Leading the op- 

1 Congressional 57th Congress, 2nd Session, pt 3 pp 2778 fF • 

M^o^dum, February 6, 1903, Foraker MSS. ^ 
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position to the measure was Joseph G. Cannon, who, speaking for 
eastern and inidcUe-western agriculture, charged that the effect of the 
bill would increast' the amount of agricultural goods at a time when 
they were alrt'ady in oversupply. The President refuted the charges, 
and a combination of western Repviblican and Democratic votes passed 
the bill with Roosevelt’s substantial help.® 

Elihu Root, Roosevelt’s most trusted adviser, had been appointed to 
the Cabinet by McKinley. As Secretary of War, Root brought order 
out of the military chaos of the Spanish-Amcrican War. Afterward 
he devoted much of hi.s time to itnproving the antkiuated military or¬ 
ganization, and fully deserves the title of father of the modem Ameri¬ 
can Araiy. Shortly after Rotrsevelt took office, Root had instituted the 
Army War Colh'ge, and in 1902 he presented to Congress a compre- 
hensivt* plan for modernizing the Anny’.s creaking administrative ma¬ 
chinery. Attrong his nirrst important reforms were the proposal to 
cmate a g«‘m‘rat staff aftt‘r Eirropean prticedents, the incorporation of 
the state ririlitia into the regular Army, and the institution of physical 
an<l <»th<‘r tt‘st.s retiuiied for the promotion of officers. Root’s proposals 
met imrnerliate and wide opposition. His chief opponent was Nelson 
A. Miles, Commanding OtMTa! of the Amiy, who had already crossed 
swords with Root ami Roosevrdt in the Schley-Sampson naval affair 
and iri the Philippint' Anny scandals. I’he latter resulted in the court- 
martialing of (»<*n<*r!rl Jsieob H. Smith for the u.se of brutal methods 
in putting rlown the insum'ction. Supporters of a separate state militia 
jotnetl Mih*.s in denunciation of the .schtme as imported “Prussian 
militarisnt.” Aft«T Mil<‘s had betm gauchcly treated by the admimstra- 
tion, the C.A.R. camtt to his support, an act which Roosevelt at least 
interpreted as a sun* indication that Miles was campaigning for the 
coming DtuiuK'ratic presidential nomination. For over a year, despite 
all the pn‘ssure RtK>t an<l RtKisevelt could bring, a reluctant Congress 
refusc*<l to movt*. 'Phen after Mile.s* retirement in the fall of 1902, and 
after Root had dropp<*d his plan for the incorporation of the state 
militia, the Anny reform hill was passed. Subsequently, a National 
Guard A(!t was appiwed that provided some, but not by any means 
all, of the eo-<»rdination with the regular Army that the Secretary of 
War desired.* 
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In his first annual message to Congress, RiHiscvelt h;wl also calU'd for 
a merchant marine subsidy program and the passage of a eiirn'ncv hill 
sponsored by Senator Aldrich. The original suKsidy iiRwim' ha<l been 
introduced by Mark Hanna before the death of McKinley. Defeated 
m Its onginal form, it was modified sharply and reintrodtieed airain in 
December, 1901. Even so, this more moderate act, providing for the 
government payment of only .$9 million a yi'ar, met the slutrpest on- 
posinon of the South and the West. Both Alli,son of Iowa and Spooner 
of Wisconsin voted against the measure in the Senate, and a suhstantial 
negative vote in the House finaUy kilW it. The Aldrich hill to nennit 
a moderate contraction and expansion of tht* cumatrv nwg a similar 
fate. With Roosevelt’s concurrence Aldrich hati t.pp«sed an omnibus 
stat^ood measure sponsored by Senator Matthew Quav of Penmvl- 
vania which would have permitted the admimion of Oklahoma Ari- 
rona, and New Mexico. The admission of thesi* three presumed 
Democratic states, Rotwevelt felt, would “complicate” the Id()| elec- 
tion But for some unknown reason, Quay was hi,(hlv milled at Aid- 
nch s opposition to his statehood proposal and in retura ellVetively 

peatedly that he desired some “remedial,” but “not too far.r.Mehin«r ” 
le^slation._ Significantly, the President was not too dowiwast at tlie 
defeat of either the subsidy or the curnmcy measim*. Nev.-r once in the 

himmdf as he luul in the Bure.au of 
message* of he* passed r»y hgh 

proposals with a few meaningless phrases and evetuuldly cntu-luded 
that no real need existed for either bill* 

The President was also lukewann on a more critical issue that' 
hreatened to disrupt the Republican party. Ever since the Smiiish 

m«r“tro«to 1 »f r™ip„xa,,. ,ra,l.. am- 

adto JlStaw h'7,.'^ TH" ’ I.. iM ta. 

^ ^ ^ ^ ‘'f r;«.*s with for- 

d" “t" ^ ^ 

- the Indiana State Re puhliean Convention that 

Gar^n Oswald 

August 13, 1903, RwSeelt'!^T’]^wXL.^to R'wsevHt („ Ciinmm, 
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the reciprofiil Inwerinj? of tariff rates was a necessity: “The great prob¬ 
lem of the hour is t«> find markt'ts tvhere the American people, can sell 
their sttrplus. Daily the suipks grows . . . and failure to sell it means 
ruin.” The prohl<‘rn was ntade more acute in 1902 because of foreign 
reaction to the Dingley Tariff rates. In rt'ply to American advances, 
Russia had raised its rate.s on American machinery, Switzerland was 
con.sid«‘rinft douhlittg her rates against all American goods, and the 
year’s statistics showed that, though the internal trade was good, ex¬ 
ports we‘re fallini?.*' 

Meanwliik* tht: com and wlieat l>elt was demanding tariff revision 
for totally ilifferent ends. Tartly for health reasons both Germany and 
Hungary had recently mstricted entry of American plants, fruits, and 
meats, an actitjn helping to send fann prices down in the United States 
at a time when the prict‘s of manufactured gtKxls were climbing. Many 
fannens ascrifKHl this une(}ual movement of prices to the monopolistic 
practices of the tnmts and hopwl that a general tariff reduction would 
provide mon: markets abroad for foodstuffs and at the same time re¬ 
duce the American prices on manufactured goods. In 1901 Governor 
Albert B. Gummins propmed his “Iowa Idea,” the burden of which 
was simple: to <*un* the mono(«>Iy problem the governor .suggested that 
all tariff protect u»n be abolished on all trust-made products. In con¬ 
siderable p;irt the “Iowa Id«:a” accounted for Cummins’ popularity 
in Iowa, and the proposal caught on in neighboring state.s with amaz¬ 
ing speed. In the House, Repo^sentative. Babcock of Wisconsin offered 
a bill putting on the fn'e list all iron and steel goods made by a trust 
in the United States. In 1902 the Idaho State Republican Convention 
cndorstHi thi‘ idea, as did party representatives in Minnesota and Ne¬ 
braska. By the fall of 1903 the .stanchly Republican St. Paul Pioneer 
Presr stated eatt'gorically that the only way to keep the Northwest 
Republican was through a radical and thorough revision of the tariff.’’ 

But the tariff pn»hlem, as botli the President and Congress were 
painfully aware, was exceedingly complicated. The great bulk of man- 
ufae.tun'rs still sold almost exclusively to the domestic market. For such 
people high tariff rates wen: a part of the Republican ark in covenant 
Moreover, wt:stern demands for radical reduction as an instrument 

®“Tariff Reciprocity,” World's Work, II (1901), 1248; The Outlook, LXXI 
(1902). 2; tocraryXXIV (1902), 420. . 

r Albert B. Cutnmins to James D. Hall, April 4, 1901, Cummins MSS.; The 
Outlook, LXXII (1902), 99, 428, 452; St Paul Pioneer Press, October 14, 
1903. 
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against the trasts so frightened the East that some of the more inter¬ 
nationally minded producers tended to rally around the existing custom 
rates. Among others, the American Iron and Steel Institute, the Boston 
Home Market Club, and the Manufacturers Club of Philadelphia ex¬ 
citedly petitioned Congress to ignore the pleas for reduction and pre¬ 
serve the Dingley rates even for the newly acquired empire and Cuba.® 
After a careful count of noses, the conservative leaders of Congress, 
with the exception of Iowa’s Senator Allison, agreed that any general 
reduction of rates might be politically disastrous. If only a very limited 
reduction could be achieved, “a bill that could be passed before break¬ 
fast,” Cannon was willing to “go along.” When the subject was once 
opened up, however, the future Speaker doubted that limited action 
would be possible. Any general revision, whether up or down. Cannon 
believed, would result in the party’s losing the next election. Aldrich 
agreed and advised Roosevelt to omit all references to the tariff in his 
first message. After some pondering, the President replied that except 
for mentioning McKinley’s reciprocity treaties he would follow Aid- 
rich’s advice exactly.^ 

Rooswelt was in a quandary. As a young man he had been a low- 
tenff disciple, and as Vice-President he had written Taft that he was 
inclined theoretically to support reciprocity, but he recogniaed that any 
attempt to change the existing rates might open the door to “all sorts 
of changes.” He w^ to continue Aat yes-and-no attitude throughout 
his two administrations. In part his position came from political cau¬ 
tion, in part from his own indecision on the question. He was frankly 
not sure what rates were best for the country as a whole. The setting 
of exact schedules, he wrote, was after all a matter of “expediency and 
not of morality.” There was nothing intrinsically right or wrong with 
either 40 or 60 per cent rates. The danger existed that a radical revi¬ 
sion might “bring on a panic.” And he was aware that widespread feel¬ 
ing eristed both for and against reduction; any move might “split the 
pa^. That settled that. Whenever Roosevelt could argue himself into 
believing that morality was not involved in a question, the right thing 
to do was usually the expedient thing; and in the general tariff issue, 
by far the most expedient thing was to do nothing.^® 


s World’s Work, XXIV (1902), 1248-1249. 
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T Ta.{t, July 15, 1901; to Nicholas M. Butler, August 12 1902 • 

to Joseph B. Bishop, April 17, 1903, Roosevelt MSS. 



129 


THE SQUARE DEAL 

Although Roosevelt was chary about a general tariff revision, he was 
insistent in his demands for a reduction of duties on Cuban and Philip¬ 
pine goods. The economy of Cuba depended upon sugar, and the 
health of the sugar industry largely depended upon its American 
market. In inducing the Cuban Constitutional Convention to accept 
the Platt Amendment, both McKinley and the American commander 
in Cuba, General Leonard Wood, promised to support special tariff 
rates for Cuban sugar. Roosevelt not only felt morally obligated to 
carry out the promise; he was also convinced that a rate reduction was 
necessary to the stability of Cuba and to continued good relations be¬ 
tween the two countries. National interest, he argued, also made it 
necessary for the United States to give the same preference to Philip¬ 
pine goods. Philippine reciprocity, he remarked to Lodge, was only 
less important than the currency bill,” 

The great difficulty in securing lower rates for Cuba and the Philip¬ 
pines came not from the friends of high protection in the East but 
from the advocates of general tariff revision in the South and the West. 
Here the tobacco farmers, the cane growers, and the sugar-beet pro¬ 
ducers protested so violently that Roosevelt was soon wishing that Cuba 
“grew steel and glass” instead of agricultural products. Spooner of 
Wisconsin pointed out that a reduction in raw-sugar duties would aid 
the Cubans, the eastern manufacturers seeking markets in the islands, 
and the American sugar refineries, already collectively referred to as the 
“Sugar Trust.” It was a nasty situation for the President, alleviated 
only by the promise of support from Aldnch, Platt, Hanna, and For- 
aker. Even so, the Cuban bill failed to pass in 1902. Finally in 1903, 
after a planning conference at Aldrich’s home and after the President 
had called a special session of Congress, the Cuban bill was passed, 
providing a 20 per cent reduction on Cuban products in return for a 
20 to 40 per cent reduction on American products entering Cuba. 
The Philippine bill, however, was lost to a combination of western 
Republicans and southern Democrats. By the vagaries of internal sec¬ 
tional politics, an integral part of the empire was denied concessions 
granted to an independent state.^ 

As a whole the nation’s press was not too impressed with the achieve¬ 
ments of either the Fifty-seventh Congress, which adjourned in March, 

Roosevelt to Henry Cabot Lodge, February 24, 1903, Roosevelt MSS. 

12Roosevelt to Nicholas M. Butler, February 4, 1902, Roosevelt MSS.; John 
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1903, or with its successor. The general conclu.sion was that during the 
first session under Roosevelt the struggle hetwt“(‘n “an aggre.ssive ad¬ 
ministration and a reluctant Senate” had resulted itt a legi.slative draw 
without too many benefits for the country. Durin.g the st'cond session 
both the administration and Congress, the press as-stuted, luul done lit¬ 
tle save play politics with tm eye to the coming elc'ction and spend 
money.i^ From this meager congressional record, from the cordial let¬ 
ters between Roosevelt and Aldrich, and from tht* .substantial record 
of co-operation between them, some historian-s have concluded that 
Roosevelt was in fundamental agreement with Aldrich, and that his 
policy differed from that of the conservative cfuigres.sional leatlt'rship 
only in the noise made for public coasumption. Cliting om* iinfrortant 
tegislative conference held at Roosevelt’s C>y,ster Bay home on Septenj- 
ber 16, 1902,^ which Aldrich, Hanna, Platt, Allison, and Lodge at¬ 
tended, one historian has stated that the full agreement there signaled 
the formation of a party within the Repuhlkan party, “the Conserva- 
tm Party.” That substantial agreement exist<‘<l between RtHvsev<*lt and 
his congressional leaders during his first administiati<vn cannot be 
denied. But the suggestion that a “conservative party” was funned is 
totally unwarranted. The Roosevelt agret'merit wtis one itf expedieiu-y 
and convenience rather than in the spirit of Imly wedkntk. It reflected 
Roosevelt’s willingness to compromise witli fK)wer and not his Imic 
ideas, and it extended to legislative matters only and not to executive 
affairs. Twice during 1902 the President acted on most important 
matters of domestic policy without previous consultation with the lead¬ 
ers of either the Senate or the House, In Iwth the Northern S«x:urities 
affair and the f^ous anthracite coal strike of 1902 his tu'ed ami will 
to co-operate with Congress were minimal. And in txgh ra.se.s the kv 
sults were not too acceptable to conservativtjs either imide or outside 
the legislative halls. 

On February 19, 1902, the Attomtsy General, Philander C. Knox, 
startled the country and threw the financial world into a .state of con¬ 
sternation. At the request of the President, Knox announced, the 
government would soon start a suit under the Shennan Act to dis.«ilve 
the Nort^m Securities Company. A good portion of tlu' country 
cheered the news, but New York and the stock market were temporarily 
demoralized. Not since the day of McKinley’s death, the New York 
une ^ate , had tlxe marlcet had such sudden and sc¥ere sfinck/* 

« Literary Digest. XXVI (1903), 373; XXVIII (1904), 650. 
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Oil the following day Theodore Roosevelt^ for the first of many times^ 
became the target of an angry Wall Street. The President s thunder- 
bolt out of a clear sky” was variously described as “unreasonable and 
“beyond comprehension.” 

The Northern Securities Company was a giant holding company for 
three large northwestern railroads, the Northern Pacific, the 
Northern, and the Chicago, Burlington and Quincy, "pie compan/s 
architects, J. P. Morgan and Company, the Rockefeller interests, James 
J. Hill, and E. H. Harriman, were the very Sanhedrin of the nation’s 
railroad and financial oligarchs. This first true holding company h^ 
been put together to create a transportation monopoly in the No 
west, and according to the Attorney General it had practically achieved 
its purpose. Thirty per cent of its capital stock of $400 milHon was 
pure water, Knox estimated, a sum representing both an “unwar¬ 
ranted profit” to its organizers and an index to its expected need to 

overcharge the public.^® . 

The magic names of Morgan and Rockefeller involved m the 
Northern Securities suit and the secrecy of its prep^tion—apparentiy 
no one save Roosevelt and Knox had prior news of it accormt for e 
nation’s excited reaction to its announcement. A trust-conscious coun¬ 
try, fearful of complete domination by further conquests of the New 
York financial and industrial oligarchy, was cheered by this sudden 
and energetic use of the long-moribund Sherman Law. When a federm 
court a year later held the Northern Securities Company iflegal and 
ordered its dissolution, a decision later sustained by the Supreme Court, 
there was general exultation. No longer was there a question, one jour¬ 
nal declared rather optimistically, over whether the giant corporations 
controlled the people or the people the corporations. “Even Morgan 
no longer rules the earth,” declared anothe^, “and other men may stiU 
do business without asking his’ permission. ^ 

The promise in the Northern Securities Case for further action unckr 
the Sherman Law was not unfulfiUed. In the foUowng seven years the 
Roosevelt administration started similar actions agamst forty-four cor¬ 
porations, including some of the largest industrial combmes m the 
nation. During the remainder of 1902 only one such smt was orig¬ 
in New York Tnbtme, February 20, 1902; Uterary Digest, XXIV (1902), 


^15 “The Northern Securities Memorandum, ApriMM2, KnOT MSS. 

The Outlook, LXXnr (1903), 892; Literary Digest, XXVI (190o), 565, 


XVIII (1904), 6. 
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inated, that against the so-called beef tmst, an action which delighted 
both the western farmers and the consumers in the city. During lf)03 
and 1904, an election year, a lull occurred. But in 1905 the antitmst 
program was once again accelerated, reaching a en'seendo in 1906 and 
1907, when suits were started against the Standard Oil Company, the 
American Tobacco Company, the New Hav'cn R;ulrt>ad, and the Du 
Pont corporation. 

Roosevelt’s antitrust activities earned him the name of the “tnist 
buster.” At Ws death in 1919 the Democratic New York fFiuW sug¬ 
gested that his greatest public service had bt^en rendered when ht‘ dem¬ 
onstrated that “the Government of the United States wjw more 
powerful than any aggregations of capital. . . ft is one of histt>ry’.s 
small iroiiies that Roosevelt never once in his public life argued that 
trust busting would cure the industrial problem. As a tnatter of record, 
from the time he was governor of New York to the (‘tid of his life he 
believed in government regulation and not dissolution of giant corfrora- 
tions. He stated his position clearly in his first messiigr* to Uotigress, n‘- 
affirmed it at Httsburgh on July 4, 1902, and again all aeisws'the 
country m the campaign of that fall. At Pitwhurgh he dr'clared that 
the growth of large industry was natural, inevitable, aiul benefieial. and 
that the natron could no more turn it back by !*-gislation than it could 
turn back the Mississippi spring flcH)d.s. But, the President added, we 
can regulate and control them by levees.” 

then did Roosevelt launch his attack against monufKiliM in 
1902 and why did he keep at it intermittently during the rest of his 
administration? There is little direct evidence in the Romiwelt manu¬ 
scripts to answer the question, but something can In* implied. 

At a very early age Roosevelt shared the progressives’ fear of the 
industrial oligarchy and its political pretensions, 
of labors misdeeds in 1894, he said that the hankers and 
mlroad men also needed “sound chastisement.” In his Autohmsraphy 
^ stated bluntly that ‘of all the fonns of tyranny the least attractive 
the mo$t smlgar is the tyranny of mere wealth. . . Rjtrly in 
m^err * ® J; Morgan came to see him to talk over com- 

8 reated him as he might a rival businessman “who either 

"January 7, 1919. 

Massachusetts, ^ptei)S*2’ 1902 ^and^t’rf***^'**^ *P*‘'**^^''* Fitchburg, 

, pepremoer 4, 1902, and at Cincinnati, September 20, 1902. 
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intended to min all of his interests or else could be induced to come to 
an agrwment to rniji nonts . . « Hert; was a challenge to the Presi¬ 

dent and the nation that Roostwlt had to meet. Roosevelt knew that 
to attack the tru.st problem wa.s the one action calculated to win the 
adinirati«>n {uul support of middle-class America. He was also aware 
that the conservative-dominated Congre.ss would not pass the required 
legislation for any effective program of control. Fato for his limited 
1902 ol)|ective.s of in.sfH‘ction and publicity he had a “stand-up fight” 
with Aldrich in early 1903 before he obtained a promise of necessary 
8 uppf»rt. What lu; had paiii for that support is obvious from a memo¬ 
randum in the manuscripts of Attorney General Knox. The Knox 
memoratulum of February 1.1, 1903, stato that Senator Aldrich had 
that daty brought a note from the President a.sking Knox to make a 
public statement on tht‘ trust problem, including the statement: ‘XHon- 
gre.ss has now enacted all that is practicable and all that is desirable 
to do.” Knox’s statement was published the following day, and Con¬ 
gress rer«*ived nt» more requi*sts for trust regulation during Roosevelt’s 
first t<Tm.®'* 

With tlto path to effeetive mgidation blocked by a stubborn, con¬ 
servative Gongn'ss, the only way for Roosrwelt to bring the arrogant 
capitalists to heel was through the judicious use of the antitrust laws. 
Th(^ Northern Securities suit, involving Morgan, Rockefeller, and Har- 
riman, wiis natural for his puq)os<!. During 1903 and 1904 his cam¬ 
paigning again-st th(* trusts lagge<l, but after his re-election he nitumed 
t(» his demands for regulation. In bis 1904 annual report, Commissioner 
of (’.orpf>rations James R. Garfu'kl, one of the President’s bright young 
men, argued (hat the only valid way to meet the threat of monopoly 
was through federal regulation and recommended that all interstate 
bu.siness 1 h( lieenscxl by th«^ federal government with a requirement that 
the lieettse(“S be obligattxi to re|)ort annually on the kinds and amounts 
of busin(*ss dont*, tog«gh('r with profits earned. Back in 1903, after he 
had made hi.s agreemt'nt with Aldrich, Roosevelt had called a similar 
proposal l»y Senator Hoar “idiotic.” But in 1906 and again in 1907 he 
asked Congrtas to pass such supervisory legislation. Again Congress 

‘"Roosevelt to J. Brnncler Matthew*, December 9, 1894, in Elting E. Mori- 
*on («!.), The iMters of Theodore Roosevelt (8 vol*., Cambridge, 1951—54), 

I, 410; ITieodore Roosevelt, An Autobiography (New York, 1921), p. 425; 
Bishop, Life and Letters, I, 184 18.5. 

a'Ro«sev«*lf to I'aft, March 19, 1903, Roosevelt MSS.; Memorandum, 
February 15, 1903, Knox MSS.; New York Herald, February 16, 1903. 
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refused and again the antitrust camjjaign seemed to be stepped up 
There was something almost contrapuntal in Rc«>sevelt’s use of the 
Sherman Law and his demands for Wera! supeiaision. f^ong after¬ 
ward Roosevelt stoted that his antitrust campaign had given the gtiv- 
emment the power to suppress monopolies and to control holding 
companies. This was not altogether true, and it is doubtful wltether 
Roosevelt when in office really believed what he was to write in his 
Autobt^raphy. His real views to the contrary were cxptfswd many 
tunes. Dunng the campaign of 1908 he argingl that th.* only clh>ctiv<> 
action was to increase greatly “Fedcnil control over all comlmtiitions 
eng^ed in interstate ccunmcrce, instead of ndyinj; uiion the foolisli 
anti-trust law. . . 

Some mon^ after Ro<»evelt*s spectacular action against the Nor- 
them Secunties Company, the administration was confrontt'd with a 
labor cnsis of major proportions which, had it bivn hamUeil hailly 
rnight have endangered its political future, fn hfav, IfK12. over fiftv 
thous^d anffiracite coal miners enrolled in the United Mirr VVorken 
wa ked off their jobs in northeastern Pennsylvaniji. dianandin?? a 10 to 
per cent increase in pay, recognition of the union, an eight-hour 
v2 benefits. A similar strik.* in the preeoding eliTtion 

due larcrpl !k ^ttlment granting a 10 per cent increjisi;, 

due Wely to ffie mediating influence of Mark Hanna. Hanna had 
een disturbed by the possible effect of the strike on McKinley’s elrr- 
lon prospects, and had persuaded the i-eluctant ofR-ratois that four 
more years of McKinley Republicanism was worth jt 10 per cent wage 

“‘braeite field, were owned by six 
F nitl presitlents, hea<l.*d by Ceorge 

uDon the f r should be no political compromise. Relying 

they closed 1 ‘^^ies from Hoston to Washimtton, 

Sed for thr ' '"’"‘I’ and 

Talced 1 trr.- ^^brheli ami 

Workers hlldffil?^“ T t”'” T ‘be Unite,I Mine 

As winter ann^^! hT^ “'‘‘I «»to OcIoIkt. 

and the nubL re * hospitals had empty coallnns, 

and the public ttmper became increasingly ugly. HetmtoV r,odge re^ 

miXTu, “» M. McCor- 

. «^velt MSS.; Eooiweit, P 
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ported that civil commotion was imminent in Boston, and the President 
felt that there was real danger of riots in New York City. 

By September it was obvious that the bulk of press opinion was op¬ 
posed to the stand of the mine operators. Some of the more conserva¬ 
tive journals, it was true, labeled the strike as an “insurrection” and 
demanded that force be used against the unions. Occasionally an 
eminent individual like the newly elected president of Princeton Uni¬ 
versity defended capital’s side of the argument. Woodrow Wilson in¬ 
terpreted the strike not as one over wages and hours but as a union 
attempt “to win more power. . . But the weight of opinion was 
with the unions. Labor’s orderly conduct of the strike during its first 
three months, and its repeated willingness to arbitrate the issues, were 
in favorable contrast with the intransigent stand and the incredibly 
foolish statements of the operators. To a proposal that the dispute be 
referred to Archbishop Ireland for arbitration, George F. Baer replied, 
“Anthracite mining is business and not a religious, sentimental or aca¬ 
demic proposition.” A month later he claimed that the Deity had con¬ 
ferred the large property rights of the country exclusively upon the 
Christian men who now directed the nation’s corporations, a divine- 
right property doctrine which President W. H. Truesdale of the Lacka¬ 
wanna Railroad promptly supported.^^ 

Such paleolithic statements elicited public protests even from con¬ 
servative sources, and as the viewpoint of the operators remained 
unchanged, public opinion rapidly hardened against the coal roads. 
By early September not a few of the country’s leading newspapers were 
tentatively suggesting government ownership of the mines, while others 
demanded compulsory arbitration. “The economic harmonies of free 
contract,” one paper commented, “were no longer working in the coal 
fields.” Others vigorously asserted the “paramount rights of the public 
welfare” to any and all considerations of private property. In October 
an action of the New York Democratic State Convention recalled the 
days of the Populists and the bad times of the early nineties. “We ad¬ 
vocate,” the platform stated, “the national ownership and operation of 
the anthracite coal mines.” 

As early as the middle of June, Roosevelt had sent the Commissioner 

22 Wilson is cited in WorWs Work, IV (1902), 2479. See also Literary 
Digest, XXV (1902), 399. 

^Literary Digest, XXIV (1902), 824; The Outlook, UOLl (1902), 1035. 

Literary Digest, XXV (1902), 307, 513. Governor WilH^ A. Stone of 
Pennsylvania, a Republican, also advocated compnfeory arbitration. 
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fused to Lr^, f intervention, Roosevelt re¬ 
advised that ^■<^g^t. Since Knox, Root, and Lodge aU 

tervene, Ae T Power to in¬ 
affair Droved tl v Ills “wit’s end.” The whole 

supervision ove ^ain that it was necessary to have government 
hi co^rations.^= As September rounded into Octo- 

determined^ T“ pressure mounted, Roosevelt 

went out L I’ telegrams 

the union le^ operators and 

at a! d^"^ October 3. Exactly what took 

parentlv Loeh ^conference has in the past been guessed at. Ap- 
Lve niver Te^’ Pi-^idential secretary, took notes, but the notes 
hreve7 a lonT the papers of Philander C. Knox, 

a puiorted blornr Iiltherto undetected, gives 

L Zr cf die day’s events. According to 

venfrthrt - duty to inter- 

the nSot W die situation and 

ell sXTr^t to 7^^ however made his intervention necessary. Mitch- 

It a^ tL " d T"”- to meet the operators 

able toe diff^i'^ces. If such a meeting was not agree- 

^ion ap™trb'"f Sm- 

™on appointed by the President, provided that the operators also 

oSr the offr^'f 7^^"' dien asked both parfes to think 

over the offer and adjourned the meeting until three o’Lck. 

leaders comnlXr TT" ^7 the labor 

Mv oS die unions either 

■R A/T 11 President was asking them to do John 

R Markle said, was “to deal with outlaws” who were responstole ^ 
the existing anarchy.” Baer then started a long diatribe agist toe 
^ons, accusmg them of daily violence against the fifteen to twenty 

to work. If the power of tot 
state of Pennsylvama was not sufficient to meet the chaUe^e to peace 

Inir 777^ -der. “Fme go^l: 

ment, he concluded, was “a contemptible failure if it can only protect 

2* Roosevelt to Lodge, September 27, 1902, Roosevelt MSS. 
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the lives and property and secure comfort of the people by compromise 
with the violators of law and instigators of violence and crime.” After 
much the same line had been taken by E. B. Thomas, chairman of the 
board of the Erie Railroad, and by Marklc, representing the inde¬ 
pendent coal operators, David Wilcox, vice-president of the Delaware 
and Hudson, charged .specifically that the miners had committed 
twenty murders. Mitchell immediately objected that the charge was 
false and offered to rt'sign his position if the operators would name the 
men responsible for th(' allegt'd murders and show that they were 
guilty as eharge<l Ignoring Mitchell’s interruption, the operators de¬ 
manded that a p«‘rmanent injunction be granted against the strikers 
and that the President “put an end to the anarchy in the coal fields” 
by iLsing the Army, if necessary, as in the Pullman strike, and by start¬ 
ing an immediate suit against the unions under the Sherman Law. 
When the Pre.sident finally asked the operators whether they would 
agree to Mitclu^ll’s proposal for arbitration, he was met with a blunt 
r<‘fusal. Upon his further inquiry whether the owners had anything 
else to suggest, they re‘plied they had no other proposal except that the 
miners .should return to their jobs and leave the determination of their 
grievances to tlw decision of the judge of the courts of common pleas 
in the districts wh<*re the mines were located. After twice “insulting” 
the Pttisident and the Attorney General, the operators left the confer¬ 
ence without once addn*ssing a word directly to the union representa¬ 
tives. Three days later the Attorney General received a formal petition 
from the general attorney of the Delaware, Lackawanna and Western 
Railroad, asking that an injunction be issued against the strikers for 
interference with interstate commerce and that federal troops be sent 
to Pemmylvania to restore order. The miners, Knox was told on the 
same day by the vice-president of the Delaware and Hudson Railroad, 
should he proceeded against as Eugene Debs was proceeded agmnst in 
Ghicago some ten years before.®* 

During and after the conference Roosevelt was beside himself at the 
operators’ “arrogant stupidity.” But the meeting had given him one 
constructive idea. Sug^testing to Root and Knox that they could write 
letters of protest if th<‘.y desired to disclaim responsibility, he indicated 

a*Memorandum, October 3, 1902, Knox MSS.; Roosevelt to Robert Bacon, 
to Mark Hanna, and to Grover Cleveland, October 3, 1902, Roosevelt to 
Murray Crane, October 22, 1902, Roosevelt MSS.; Walter W. Ross to Knox, 
October 6, 1902, David Wilcox to Knox, October 6, 1902, Knox MSS. 
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that he was prepared to send ten thousand federal troops to dispossess 
the operators and produce coal. By previous constitutional inttTpnita- 
tion the President had the authority to send ft'tk'rul tr«K>ps into a state 
to assure the exercise of duly authorized federal fK>wers or wht'n they 
were requested by a governor or a state legislaturt' to pre.He>ve peace 
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and order. Nowhere was the right to seize and operate private property 

^ £.1,1 rt O"' 

General J. M. Schofield and through Senator Mathew Quay ar- 
r^ed for the governor of Pennsylvania to request the intervention of 

aortal? Q“y 

and Penrose held a conference with John Mitchell. Two days Ut&l 
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together with Senators Odell and Platt, they met with Baer. On Octc^* 
her llj with Roosevelt’s blessing. Root journeyed to New York for a 
secret conference with J. P. Morgan. The “Great Mogul of Wall 
Street” was induced to put pressure on the railroad presidents, and at 
a White House conference on October 13 the groundwork for a com¬ 
promise was worked out between the President and agents of the ac^ 
knowledged autocrat of American finance and industry, Morgan. The 
miners were to go back to work, and a five-man commission appointed 
by the President, consisting of one Army engineer, a mining engineer, 
a “businessman familiar with the coal industry,” a federal judge, and 
an “eminent sociologist,” was to arbitrate the points at issue. Subse¬ 
quently the commission was raised to seven members, and the President, 
in order to meet labor’s objections to the one-sided nature of its per¬ 
sonnel, agreed to appoint E. E. Clarke, president of the Brotherhood 
of Railroad Conductors, as the “eminent sociologist.” In March, 1903, 
the commission made public its awards: the miners were given a 10 
per cent raise on the average, working hours were reduced in some 
cases to eight and in most to nine, recognition of the union was not 
conceded, and the traditional manner of weighing coal was to be com 
tinned. The commission also recommended a 10 per cent increase in 
the price of coal, a proposal of which the operators quickly availed 
themselves.^^ 

During the presidential campaign of 1904 Roosevelt described his 
actions in the coal strike as simply giving both labor and capital a 
“square deal” The phrase was to stick in public memory as so many 
of Roosevelt’s did, and perhaps it started the twentieth-century fashion 
of likening national political programs to phrases in an ethically op¬ 
erated game of chance. The President’s actions during the strike set* ^ 
many important precedents. For the first time in a labor dispute rep¬ 
resentatives of both capital and labor were called to the White House, 
where the influence of the government was used to obtain a negotiated 
settlement. For the first time the President had appointed an arbitral 
board whose decision both sides promised to accept. In order to obtain 
capital’s consent to arbitration, Roosevelt, for the first time in Ameri- 

27 Cyood summaries of the complex maneuvers that preceded the settlement 
are to be found in Pringle, Roosevelt, pp. 268—278, and Philip C. Jessup, EliKu 
Root (2 vols., New York, 1939), I, pp. 275—276. The whole story must be 
pieced together from the hundreds of letters dealing with the strike in die 
manuscripts of Roosevelt, Root, and Einox. 
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can history, had threatened to use troops to take over and operate a 
major industry. Whether he would have gone that far or not is prob¬ 
lematical. As Root said later, the President was “a bit of a bluffer” at 
times. But both by his actions and threats Roosevelt had moved the 
government away from its traditional position of isolation from such 
economic struggles. The government, by precedent if not by law, had 
become a third force and partner in major labor disputes.^® 

As if to balance his threatened action in 1902, Roosevelt did use 
federal troops a year later, but this time in the interest “of peace and 
order. ’ During a mine strike in Morenci, Arizona, the governor of the 
territory asked for federal troops. Roosevelt sent them quickly but with¬ 
drew them after eight days when it appeared that there was little need 
for them beyond their possible effect of cowing the strikers, mostly 
Mexicans, into submission. A year later the governor of Colorado re¬ 
quested federal troops to quell a labor disturbance at Cripple Creek. 
Serious trouble started when the Western Federation of Miners struck 
and the Mine Owners’ Association answered with a counter-cam¬ 
paign of terror. Governor James Peabody, a stanch friend of the 
owners, thereupon declared martial law and virtually ordered the 
militia to set about destroying the miners’ organization. During the 
course of this work the militia violated most of the basic civil rights 
of the strikers, even ignoring writs of the state courts. In a subsequent 
report, William Howard Taft remarked that in their zeal to destroy 
the unions the mining corporations had “possessed themselves of the 
executive and the party and seem to have gone to great lengths in 
reaching for the bench.” At this juncture, just before the election of 
1904, the miners petitioned the President for troops. Roosevelt denied 
the requests from both sides in Colorado, claiming that neither side had 
clean hands. But four years later, on the request of the governor of 
Nevada, he ordered federal forces into Goldfield, only to reverse the 
order a short time later when he found that the troops were being used 
to guard against potential instead of actual trouble. In effect the 
troops were used to quell union opposition to a campaign, inspired by 
the governor and the mine owners, to drive all the union members out 
of the state.®® In both the Colorado and Nevada affairs the President 
was bitterly criticized for taking an antiunion position. He was also 

“Root to Mip G. Jessup, cited in Jessup, Root, I, 275. 

“ Taft to Roosevelt, July 13, 1905, Roosevelt MSS. 

®® nterary Digest, XXXVI (1908), 39. 
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roundly condemned by the friends of oi^fanized labor for his actions 
in both the Steunenberg murder case in Idaho and the 1910 bombing 
of the Los Angeles In both instances members of labor unions 

had resorted to violence against long-time foes of labor, and in both 
instances Roosevelt’s reaction was a well-publicized, speedy, and harsh 
criticism of unions, as well as the individual perpetrators of the vio¬ 
lence, before^ the courts had delivered judgment* When in 1906 organ¬ 
ized labor attempted to defeat Governor Frank R. Gooding of Idaho, 
who had supported the prosecution of the unionists, the President 
exten<led himsedf to support Gooding, even sending Cabinet members 
to campaign in the state,®^ 

From the total of incidents many contemporaries and historians 
have concluded that Roosevelt was a friend of capital and a foe of 
labor. As usual the truth is more complex than any such simple state¬ 
ment conveys. Unquestionably, the President believed in an open shop, 
hut this m«^ant a shop open to union men as well as nonunionists. “I 
would guarantee by every means in my power,’’ he wrote Carroll D. 
Wright, his labor commissioner during the Colorado strike, *‘the right 
of laboring men to join a union, and their right to work as union men 
without illegal interference from either capitalists or nonunion men.” 
He applied this principle also to nonunion men, Roosevelt was opposed 
to the labor boycott and he was powder-quick to oppose union inter¬ 
vention in pf)litics and the use of force during strikes. His acceptance 
of substantial sums of money from corporation representatives in the 
ekH'tion of 1904 and his rt4usal to condemn publicly the use of illegal 
force by th<^ mining corporations in Colorado, although he criticized 
th<‘m privately, indicate his fundamental bias, a bias he shared with 
most progressives.®® 

Roosevi^lt’s position on labor, as that of most progressives, was a 
distant om^ from the usual conservative stand. Big labor, like big cap¬ 
ital, he nanarkcKl, was one of the laws of the social and economic de¬ 
velopment of the age. Unions, he believed, contributed to the general 
welfare;. Writing to his son at school, he cautioned young Theodore 
not to attack the. principle of unions, which was ^‘beneficial,” but rather 

Roosevelt to Calvin Cobb, June 16, 1906, Roosevelt MSS.; Taft to M. J. 
Hill. October 20, 1906, Taft MSS. 

Roosevelt to Carroll D. Wright, August 13, 1904, Roosevelt MSS.; Roose¬ 
velt to Calvin Cobb, June 16, 1906, copy in Taft MSS.; Roosevelt to George B. 
Cortdyou, June 4, 1903, Root MSS.; Oscar S. Straus, “Diary” (manuscript), 
p. 170. 
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their “abuses” of power. As a New York City fjolice commissioner and 
later as governor, he was always willing to meet with unioti leaders 
and consider their viewpoints. During his Presidency he earri«*d an 
honorary membership card in the railroad brotht'rhtKitls, and when the 
famous English liberal, John Morley, visited him at the White House, 
airiong the guests for luncheon were the pre.sidents of thret* iaiair 
unions. During the Miller affair, in which Rcwst'velt insisted oti the 
open shop in government, numerous business leadt'ra protested aijainst 
the President’s holding a conference in tlie White House with Sammd 
Gompers and John Mitchell. Roo.sev(.>lt replieil that as Presithuit he 
could not fail to give anyone a hearing.'’"’ 


borne of Roosevelt’s concern for labor wu.s undoubtedly [wtlitical, as 
was some of his concern for big business. Sonn; of it eamt' :ilso .straight 
from the heart and the mind of the man. flow else is on«‘ t<t e-xplain 
his long, cautionary letter to Knox, hi.s formt«r Gabinet tnember, whc» 
had become the senator-elect from Pennsylvania? R<H.sevelt had just 
announced that he would not again run for the Pre.sitleney. ’rherefort- 
his views were not colored by consideratioiw of popular .support four 
years later. Roosevelt urged Knox to study lalK>r and fitid out what it 
w^ted. He also exhorted him not to adopt the views of the reiictioimry 
wing of the party lest the Republicans go d«jwn somt* day “befon* a 
radical and extreme democracy” with a crash which would diJ- 
astrous to the nation. “We mast not only do justice, but Iw able to 
show the wage workers that we are doing justice.” Beyond this long- 
time pohti^ consideration, other Ie.ss material ends were to bt‘ 
achieved. The friends of property must rtMlizt* that tht* sur«‘st way to 
provoke an explosion of wrong and injustice is to In* shortsighte<i, nur- 
row-minded, greedy and arrogant, and to fail to show in actual work 
at here in Ais republic it is peculiarly incutnbent ujK»n th<‘ man 
vnth whom things have prospered to be in a certain .stuise the keeper 
ot his brother with whom life has gone hard.” 

so many progressives, Roosevelt Iwdieved that a superior station 
m Me entailed supenor responsibilities, Iwth to the more unfortunatt* 
individual ^d to the state. Strangely enough, neitlier R(««evelt nor 
many of his fellow progressives carried this sens»‘ of rM'Ui- ahlim 
across national boundaries into the realm of foreign fwlitics. 

290 . ’ fodort Roosevelt Cyelopedia (New York, 1S4I), p. 
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CHAPTER 8 


Hemisphere Diplomacy 


W HIIiE considering the advisability of Cuban intervention in 
1906, Roosevelt ivniarked to Taft that he would “not dream” 
of asking congressional permission for the venture. Since a legislative 
lx)dy was “not wtdl fitted for the shaping of foreign policy,” he felt 
hims(df obliged to act and to establish precedents “which successors 
may follow even if they are unwilling to take the initiative them¬ 
selves.” * Roosevelt was definitely not among the unwilling. On foreign 
policy matters he consulted Congress when he was legally obligated to 
consult, but in most other cas(!s he used the executive power to its 
limits, and sometimes perhaps beyond. The President’s foreign policy 
was peculiarly a personal one. Until July 1, 1905, the gifted John Hay, 
whom Roosevelt had inht'rited from McKinley’s Cabinet, was Secre¬ 
tary of State. Hay was not th(( nonentity in foreign policy that Roose¬ 
velt later n‘membt‘r(“d him to be. But during his later years he was ill 
much of th<‘ time and away from office. Elihu Root succeeded Hay, 
and his influence, especially on Latin American and Oriental policy, 
was substantial if not always decisive. During Roosevelt’s two ad¬ 
ministrations most of tlus nation’s major foreign policy actions were 
the result of (‘xecutive direction without congressional consent, and a 
surprising number of them wens sinsd in the fertile presidential head. 

l'h<s inteniational world which Roosevelt confronted as he became 
President was one dramatically punctuated by rivalry and tension. The 
United States, Germany, and Japan, all rapidly rising industrial pow¬ 
ers, were laying zealous siege to Britain’s no longer secure commercial 

‘Roosevelt to Willi.'im Howard Taft, September 17, 1906, Taft MSS. 
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dominance. Each of the three was rapidly building navies to project 
its power from home shores, and each had already joined the race for 
world empire. Since by 1901 the unallocated colonial world was already 
in short supply, the competition between these vigorous newcomers and 
the older expansionists, Great Britain, France, and Russia, took on a 
frantic quality which meant increasing conflict both abroad and at 
home. In seizing the Philippines and Puerto Rico and in “liberating” 
Cuba, the United States in fact had helped set a new fashion in empire 
building. Prior to 1898 the imperial process had evolved mostly at the 
expense of non-Europeans or distinctly unadvanced peoples. But the 
United States had profited from attacking an old empire controlled by 
peoples with a historic culture. The new example was not to be lost in 
the years ahead. 

Roosevelt saw the world as one trifurcated between a few great 
and wealthy powers, the smaller “civilized states” of Europe, and the 
remaining nations and races of the world, which he thought of as oc¬ 
cupying distinctly lower positions on a scale of desirable qualities. 
Among all nations he saw a constant conflict for supremacy, in which 
force was the ultimate ratio dividing the successful from the defeated 
and the destroyed. But this unrestrained international competition was 
not at all, in his thinking, divorced from justice. The great powers 
were the civilized powers, the purveyors of enlightenment and culture, 
the protectors of law, order, and liberty, and to a lesser extent the 
practitioners of democracy. In his first message to Congress the Presi¬ 
dent noted that the wars between the “civilized powers” seemed to be 
lessening in frequency. Although the conflicts between civilized nations 
and “the semi-barbarous peoples” were still numerous, they were of 
“an entirely different category, being merely a most regrettable but 
necessary international police duty which must be performed for the 
sake of the welfare of mankind.” ^ 

In this precarious world Roosevelt was thoroughly at home, as were 
many progressives who supported him. For the nationalist and collec¬ 
tivist impulse that prompted one wing of progressivism to rely upon 
the federal state for the solution of most internal problems reflected 
itself also in foreign affairs. Senator Beveridge, the brothers Abbott, 
William Allen White, and Herbert Croly were all preaching in the first 
decade of the new century the doctrine that Roosevelt had once re- 

2 James D. Richardson, A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the 
Presidents (Washington, 1902), Supplement 1, p. 338. 
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feired to as the ultra-American spirit of patriotism.” Without such a 
spirit, Roosevelt wrote, no man could achieve anything worth while. 
Beveridge placed its value second only to the religious sense, and with¬ 
out it Homer Lea predicted the nation would die.® At the heart of this 
new patriotism was a mystical concept of the state as an org^anic unityj 
Croly’s nation of the past and future ^‘organized for its historic mis¬ 
sion. ’ Individualism in such a state was often the enemy of national 
purpose. Groly, quoting John Jay Chapman^ argued that modem de¬ 
mocracy insisted that every man should think first of the state and 
next of himself."* 

Progressivism had other ideological ties with the rising expansionism 
and belligerency in the world. The confidence in progress, the emphasis 
upon accomplishment for the sake of accompliskment, and the almost 
evangelical belief in the ethical, political, and cultural mission of the 
United States all contributed to a more energetic and ambitious foreign 
policy. By some dimly perceived organic law Roosevelt saw the nation 
compelled to exert its rising power in the “larger world life, in which, 
whether we will or not, we must take an ever increasing share.” ® Na¬ 
ture’s categorical injunction to man was to work, fight, and breed; it 
was the same for nations, if one substituted the word “expansion” for 
“breeding.” And while Lyman Abbott’s hearty belief in “manifest 
destiny” was couched in more ethical and religious terms, it resulted 
in much the same activity. At the identical time Senator Beveridge 
was making a trip through eastern Siberia and Manchuria looking for 
additional markets for American goods, Abbott was writing that 
American expansion was not imperialism, but rather the denial of it 
As Anglo-Saxon democracy with “its roots in the Hebraic Common¬ 
wealth” had advanced over the world, imperialism had decayed: “this 
international unity, this combination of union with self-government 
which is the ultimate goal of social progress, is further advanced to¬ 
ward its ideal in the United States of America than in any other form 
of world Empire.” The end of this divinely inspired movement was 
clear to Abbott. It was nothing less than the world “brotherhood of 

3 Roosevelt to Osborne Holmes, May 5, 1892, in Elting E. Morison (ed.), 
The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt (8 vols., Cambridge, 1951-54), I, 278; 
Albert J. Beveridge, The Meaning of the Times (Indianapolis, 1908), p. 234; 
Homer Lea, The Valor of Ignorance (New York, 1909), pp. 10—11. 

^Herbert Groly, The Promise of American Life (New York, 1909), p, 418. 

5 Richardson, Messages and Papers, Supplement 1, p, 338. 
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man founded on justice and liberty, which is the kingdom of God.” ® 

There were, of course, more practical considerations prompting a 
militant American policy. The newly acquired empire had to be pro¬ 
tected. This almost automatically meant supremacy in the Caribbean, 
a new emphasis upon the Pacific basin, and an isthmus canal so that 
naval power could be efficiently transferred from one ocean to another. 
‘T wish to see the United States the dominant power on the shores of 
the Pacific Ocean,” Theodore Roosevelt announced to receptive Cali¬ 
fornians in 1900. A little more than a year later, in his first message to 
Congress he stated that no other single work on the continent was more 
important to the American people than the building of an isthmian 
canal.'*^ 

Beyond the Caribbean and the projected canal lay South America, 
Months before the enunciation of the Roosevelt Corollary to the Mon¬ 
roe Doctrine, but after the 1902 European intervention in Venezuela, 
an American magazine pointed out that Argentina, Brazil, Venezuela, 
and in fact all of South America had everything that Germany and 
Italy lacked: unpopulated land, plentiful resources, and immeasurable 
opportunity for exploitation. “The pressure of the whole organized 
world,” the journal warned, “toward these fertile and unused terri¬ 
tories is becoming exceedingly strong.” The President, John Hay, and 
Elihu Root had already come to the same conclusion. As early as 1896 
Roosevelt was not only thinking in terms of protecting South America 
from a possible European thrust but was also advising the adoption of 
a policy which would remove the European nations from the colonies 
they then held in the Western Hemisphere. A part of Roosevelt’s 1896 
dislike for the existing arrangements in the hemisphere came unques- ^ 
tionably from a suspicion of Great Britain’s intentions in Venezuela. 
But persistent British friendship during the Spanish-American War 
^ and afterward had so changed Roosevelt’s views that by the time he 
became President' he envisioned no serious trouble with Britain In 
South America or elsewhere. By 1901 Germany had become the chief 

6 Claude G. Bowers, Beveridge and the Progressive Era (New York, 1932), 
p. 152; Lyman Abbott, “The Rights of Man” The Outlook, LXVIII (1901), 
487, 450—451. See especially William E, Leuchtenberg’s extremely perceptive 
article, “Progressivism and Imperialism: The Progressive Movement and 
American Foreign Policy, 1898-1916,” Mississippi Valliv Historical Review, 
XXXIX (1952), 483-504. 

’’ Howard K. Beale, Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of America to World 
Power (Baltimore, 1956), p. 76;'Richardson, Messages and Papers, Supplement 
1, p. 337. 
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and possibly the only great troublemaker. In 1901^ while still Vice- 
President, Roosevelt made an analysis of future world politics from 
an American viewpoint for English friends. Since the progress of the 
Slav was slow, Russia’s day was “y^t far off.” Japan was too engrossed 
in becoming a modem nation to cause much trouble. Though there 
was great vigor in the English race, he did not expect difficulties from 
that quarter since fundamentally the two nations were very much alike. 
The great formidable rival in both trade and war was Germany. Ger¬ 
many was the only power in the immediate future, he wrote to Lodge, 
that constituted a “menace.” The German military classes were evi¬ 
dently intent upon taking “a fall out of us,” and Roosevelt thought 
that the specific locale of the fall might come in the West Indies or in 
South America.® 

Roosevelt was not alone in his suspicion of Germany. Hay was also 
distrustful, as were Taft and Root. And while such attitudes were 
bound to fluctuate over the changing years with the character of for¬ 
eign politics, the distrust, and at times even a fear, of Germany was 
almost a constant in Washington during the next decade and a half. 
Dr. Albert Shaw summed up the American case against Germany as 
early as 1903. Germany was “cocky,” guilty of “bad manners” and 
“militarism,” apparently intent upon a trade and tariE war with the 
United States, and, perhaps most serious of all, she had much to gain 
by disturbing European and world peace. With German naval power 
yearly on the upswing, Shaw pointed out something that was never far 
from official thinking, the potential German threat to Latin America.® 

The possibility of German pressure in the world was partially re¬ 
sponsible for the growing Anglo-American friendship. It probably also 
helped in Roosevelt’s formulation of a principle that eventually created 
a revolution in American foreign politics. In 1898, the year of the first 
great German naval law and before Dewey fought at Manila, the for¬ 
mer Secretary of State, Richard Olney of British-baiting fame, spoke 
at Harvard of the “patriotism of race as well as of country” to which 
both the British and the Americans responded.^® Two years later 
Theodore Roosevelt indicated that he was quite aware that a large 

® WorWs Work, V (1903), 3040; Roosevelt to John St. L. Strachey, March 
8 , 1901, to Cecil Arthur Spring-Rice, March 16, 1901, to Henry Cabot Lodge, 
March 27, 1901, Roosevelt MSS. 

9 WorWs Work, V (1903), 3044, 3153-3154. 

^9 Richard Olney, “The International Isolation of the United States,” 
Atlantic Monthly, LXXXI (1898), 577. 
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part of the explanation for the unhindered development of the West¬ 
ern Hemisphere lay in the European balance of power between British 
sea strength and the continental armies. A ze^ous defender of the 
Monroe Doctrine, Roosevelt had few illusions about how it had been 
maintained in the past. While still governor of New York he wrote to 
Root in anger against those Americans who wanted to see British 
strength reduced. If that eventuality came about, he predicted, “It may 
very well be that within a few years we shall be face to face with the 
question of either abandoning the Monroe Doctrine and submitting to 
the acquisition of American territory by some great European military 
power, or of going to war. . . .” There was little doubt in Roosevelt’s 
mind what the choice must be. “If England should fail to preserve the 
European balance of power,” he continued, “the United States would 
be forced to step in to re-establish it, no matter against what countries 
our efforts would have to be directed.” As an afterthought he added, 
we ourselves are becoming, owing to our strength and geographical 
situation, more and more the balance of power of the whole globe.” 

When thoroughly implemented, the new Rooseveltian doctrine 
would mean a decided break with the nineteenth-century doctrine of 
isolationism. Roosevelt’s future actions at Portsmouth and at Algeciras 
were to constitute important steps along the new way. But his complete 
fomulation constituted too sharp a break with traditional thought to 
gain any immediate widespread support from either Congress or the 
people. In an ethically minded age it was couched in much too ma¬ 
terialistic and s^fish terms for public acceptance. Nine years later, 
however, the sentient mind of Herbert Croly was to give a new twist 
to the doctrine of world intervention which would make it a good deal 
more palatable to the progressive faithful. “It looks as if at some future 
time, Croly wrote, “the power of the United States might well be 
sufficient, when thrown into the balance, to tip the scales in favor of 
a comparatively pacific settlement of international complications. Un¬ 
der sucffi conditions a policy of neutrality would be a policy of irre¬ 
sponsibility and unwisdom.” When the objective of world peace was 
added to the factor of American security, the resulting compound of 
idealism and self-interest was to become a heady brew. 

While Roosevelt’s public foreign policy statements were character¬ 
istically burdened with moral strictures and appeals to ethics, the 

« Roosevelt to Root, January 29, 1900, Root MSS. 

^2 Croly, The Promise of American Life, p. 312. 
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President fully understood that the major determinant in the interna¬ 
tional world was power. Since to be as rich as the United States and 
yet to be weak in war was “to invite destruction/’ he was determined 
to construct a Navy equal to the protection of American interests at 
home and commensurate with his new objectives abroad. In his first 
message to Congress he spent more time on proposals to strengthen the 
Navy than on any other single subject By the end of his second terai, 
thanks largely to his continual prodding of Congress, the Navy had 
been substantially doubled in actual strength. When the Panama Canal 
was completed, its potential power in any one spot in either ocean was 
again to be sharply increased.^® 

Roosevelt was not responsible for originating the diplomacy with 
Great Britain which cleared the way for the final critical negotiations 
with Colombia regarding the canal. The credit for securing the second 
Hay-Pauncefote Treaty, which allowed the United States to build the 
canal and to fortify it, belongs mostly to John Hay. But from that time 
on the President became the major force in the spinning out of sub¬ 
sequent dramatic events. It is interesting to note that as governor of 
New York he advised Hay to ignore the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty and to 
proceed with the construction of the canal with or without Britain’s 
consent, arguing that “a nation has the right to abrogate a tr^ty . . . 
for what she regards as sufficient cause.” 

The second Hay-Pauncefote Treaty was ratified by the Senate on 
December 16, 1901, just a few weeks after Roosevelt had become Presi¬ 
dent. There followed a long dispute in Congress and the press over the 
choice of routes. Was the canal to be built in Panama or Nicaragua? 
While the Panama way was the shortest and possibly the cheapest to 
construct, it involved a lock canal, whereas in Nicaragua the construc¬ 
tion of a sea-level canal was perfecdy feasible. Complicating the ques¬ 
tion were two other factors: the interests of the old French Canal 
Company whose charter from Colombia had a few more years to run, 
and the respective attitudes of the Colombian and Nicaraguan govern¬ 
ments. After reversing itself. Congress on June 28, 1902, passed the 
Spooner Bill, directing the President to negotiate with Colombia for 
the construction of a Panama canal, provided perpetual control of the 

Richardson, Messages and Papers^ Supplement 1, p. 314; Roosevelt to 
Theodore E. Burton, February 23, 1904, Roosevelt MSS. 

Roosevelt to John Hay, February 18, 1900, Hay MSS. ; Roosevelt to Arthur 
H. Lee, March 18, 1901, Roosevelt MSS. 
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canal was obtained and the French company could deliver a clear title 
to its equity, the whole to be secured within a “reasonable time” at 
“reasonable terms.” If these specific conditions were not met, the 
President was instructed to start negotiations with Nicaragua and Costa 
Rica for the use of the alternative route. Previoufe to the passage of the 
Spooner Bill, the French Canal Company had reduced its price for its 
holdings from over $100 million to $40 million, which Roosevelt and 
Hay decided was reasonable. Pursuant to congressional instructions 
Hay thereupon concluded a draft treaty with the Colombian ambas¬ 
sador in Washington, Tomis Herran, which granted the United States 
the right to construct a canal as well as control in perpetuity over a 
three mile strip on either side of the waterway. In return Colombia 
was to receive $10 million and an annual rental of $250,000. While 
Colombian sovereignty in the zone was to be theoretically respected, 
American courts were to function throughout the six-mile-wide strip. 
The agreement contained one other most curious clause, which forbade 
Colombia from conducting negotiations with the French Canal Com¬ 
pany, obviously meant to prevent Colombia from securing any of the 
$40 million to be paid to the company. 

When the Hay-Herran agreement reached Colombia, her govern¬ 
ment refused to accept the document. Instead, a new Colombian rep¬ 
resentative in Washington proposed several alternative agreements, by 
one of which Colombia was to receive $20 million from the United 
States and $10 million from the French company. In addition, Co¬ 
lombian sovereignty was to be specifically acknowledged and further 
strengthened by the maintenance of Colombian police and sanitary 
commissioners in the zone.^^ 

Instead of negotiating further, however, Roosevelt became increas¬ 
ingly indignant at the Colombians. Casting aside Hay’s suggestion to 
open negotiations with Nicaragua as a “feint” to bring Colombia to 
her senses, the President relied upon more direct diplomatic pressure. 
Despite all the weight Washington could bring to bear on Columbia, its 
government refused to accede to the Hay-Herran agreement, and there 
the matter rested until October, 1903. By that time Roosevelt had lost 
all patience with the “homicidal corruptionists” in BogotA who, he de¬ 
clared, were trying to “blackmail” both the government of the United 
States and the French company. By September the exasperated Presi¬ 
dent concluded that only two alternatives remained: one, starting the 
Literary Di^st, October 31, 1903; WorWs Work, VII (1903), 4059. 
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Nicaragua canal that winter; the other, interfering in Panama “so as 
to secure the Panama route.” Meanwhile the President had acquainted 
a good many important people with the course of his thinking and oc¬ 
casionally had added wistfully that it would be most convenient if 
Panama were an independent state. He could not make such views 
public, he cautioned, lest they be taken “as an effort to incite an in¬ 
surrection in Panama.” If the President felt himself constrained to 
silence, other people had no such compunctions. In August The Out¬ 
look^ whose editor was a very close personal friend of Roosevelt, was 
suggesting that Panama “might secede.” If this happened, the editorial 
concluded, “our recognition of the republic would probably give it 
political standing with the rest of the world, and a treaty with it would 
be quickly ratified.” The suggestion caught on and within days a 
host of journalistic voices had approved of a revolution in Panama. 
By the middle of September the American press evidently had discov¬ 
ered a promising revolutionary movement in Panama. “Many public 
men of prominence,” the anti-imperialist New York Evening Post 
stated, are “in favor of intimating to the Panama revolutionists that if 
they will maintain resistance long enough . , . this government will 
see to it that they are not run over by the superior forces of Colom¬ 
bia.” 

In early October Roosevelt prepared a draft of his annual message 
to Congress. In it he recommended that the nation take possession of 
the isthmus “without any further parley with Colombia” and complete 
the canal.^® But this part of the message was never sent, nor was there 
need for it. On November 3 a revolution broke out in Panama, financed 
and inspired by a junta in New York City headed by Philippe Bunau- 
VariUa and William Nelson Cromwell. The United States aided and 
protected the revolution during its short career, and within hours after 
it had ended blessed it by officially recognizing the new government. 
An American warship, the U.S.S. Nashville^ conveniently put into 
Col6n on the evening of November 2 and on the following days pre¬ 
vented Colombian troops from reinforcing their outnumbered forces 
on the isthmus. By an old American-Colombian treaty both countries 
had guaranteed the right of transit across the Isthmus, and by an 

Roosevelt to W. H. Taft, September 15, 1903, to Jacob H. Schurman, 
September 10, 1903, Roosevelt MSS.; The Outlook, LXXIV (1903), 961. 
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astonishing feat of definition the United States interpreted the move¬ 
ment of Colombian troops as constituting a threat to free transit. 
Shortly after the new republic had been proclaimed^ the Panamanian 
government signed a treaty granting the United States canal rights in 
return for the $10 million originally offered to Colombia.^^ 

The nam^ of William Cromwell and Philippe Bunau-Varilla, the 
impresarios of the isthmian revolution, appear throughout the story of 
Panama with a strange and startling persistence. Bunau-Varilla came 
to the United States as an agent of the French Canal Company. Crom¬ 
well had contributed heavily to Mark Hauna’s Republican campaign 
chest of 1900. Hanna later persuaded the Panama Railroad Company 
to appoint him as its attorney, and subsequently he became the chief 
American attorney for the French Canal Company. During 1901 and 
1902 Cromwell and Bunau-Varilla were often in Washington urging 
Congress to accept the Panama rather than the Nicaragua route. The 
final decision to accept Panama was due in no small part to the lead¬ 
ership of Cromwell’s friend Mark Hanna in the Senate. Both Crom¬ 
well and Bunau-Varilla had easy access m the State Department and 
to the President. As Professor Dennett points out, one draft of the 
Hay-Herran Treaty containing the clause forbidding Colombia from 
attempting to squeeze additional money from the French company was 
written in Cromwell’s hand.^^ Throughout the summer of 1903 Crom¬ 
well repeatedly urged Roosevelt to adopt a stiff policy toward Co¬ 
lombia. Unquestionably the United States government was supplied 
with the details about a possible revolution in Panama. Roosevelt later 
denied that he had inspired the revolution, but he also commented 
that Bunau-Varilla would have been ‘‘a very dull man” had he not 
guessed what American policy would be once the revolution broke out 
But it could be argued that the coincidence of the arrival of the 
U.S.S. Nashville at Colon and the planned opening of the revolution 
was one of the best guesses in all American history. Bunau-Varilla was 
rewarded for his part in the affair by being appointed the first Pana¬ 
manian representative in Washington. As such he negotiated the treaty 
which granted the Canal Zone to the United States and made possible 

^^For more detailed accounts of the Panama affairs, see Tyler Dennett, 
John Hay (New York, 1933), pp. 380 ff.; Henry F. Pringle, Theodore Roose¬ 
velt, A Biography (New York, 1931), pp. 301 ff.; H. €. Hill, Roosevelt and the 
Caribbean (Chicago, 1927),* W. D. McCain, The United States and the 
Republic of Panama (Durham, N.G., 1937). 

20 Dennett, Hay, p. 380. 
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the payment of $40 million from the treasury to the French company. 
Cromwell later sent a bill to the French company for over $600,000 as 
repayment for his efforts. During the following years charges were 
made in Congress and the press that a portion of the sum paid to the 
French company found its way into American hands, thus by inference 
explaining why the United States government had been so solicitous 
in protecting the interest of the French Canal Company at the expense 
of Colombia. But neither a Congressional investigation, a search by the 
New York World, nor a libel suit instituted by the President against 
the World revealed exactly where and to whom the money was paid. 
In answer to one charge the President stated on December 1, 1908, 
that the United States had “not the slightest knowledge’* as to the 
particular individuals to whom the sum was distributed. But either 
then or a few days later Roosevelt had in his possession, as did Phi¬ 
lander C. Knox, a list furnished by Cromwell showing the names of 
stockholders in the French Canal Company as of 1900 and again as 
of 1902.^^ Neither Roosevelt nor Knox made the names public, and 
the lists have disappeared from both men’s manuscripts. In 1904 a 
series of messages had been sent by Knox to the American envoys 
Day and Russell in Paris concerning the payment of the money to the 
French company and the securing of the deed to its property in Pan¬ 
ama. On Knox’s instructions the details of the transactions were to be 
kept “permanently secret” to prevent Colombia, he said, from taking 
legal action against the company. There was much about the Panama 
affair that was secret and much that was obscure, and it is doubtful 
whether all the secrecy and the obscurity will ever be lifted.®^ 

Six years after the remarkable events on the Isthmus, Roosevelt 
claimed the total responsibUity for American actions in the Panama 
affair. “The vital work, getting Panama as an independent Republic 
. . . was done by me without the aid or advice of anyone , . . and 
without the knowledge of anyone.” Of no accomplishment was Roose¬ 
velt prouder and at times more boastful; and about no other was he 
more sensitive to the charge that he had acted in a lawless and an un¬ 
ethical manner. In defending his action to Congress he wrote that 
“every” single action in the affair had been “carried out in accordance 
with the highest, finest and nicest standards of public and govem- 

“Knox to Cromwell, December 8, 1908; Roosevelt to Knox, December 10, 
1908, Knox MSS. 

Knox to Day and Russell, April 6-21, 1904 Knox MSS. 
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mental ethics.” But in 191glowing with enthusiasm for his own 
accomplishment, he told a university audience at Berkeley, California, 
“I took the Canal Zone.” 

Roosevelt defended his actions by stating that the construction of 
the Canal was in the “vital interests of civilization,” prompting one 
critic to suggest that he had announced a new American doctrine of 
eminent domain for the Western Hemisphere. The President was also 
aware that the newly acquired empire plus the rising tensions in the 
world made the Canal vital for American security. But obviously, 
neither the interest of civilization nor American security required the 
exact actions Roosevelt took; there were numerous alternatives. The 
Canal could have been built through Nicaragua, or the United States 
could have met Colombia’s price, since the addition of fifteen or so 
million dollars was an insignificant sum compared to the total cost of 
the project. Or the two countries might have come to an agreement 
at the expense of the French Canal Company since its equity was ob¬ 
viously worthless without being used and since its charter had so little 
time to run. But after Colombia’s refusal to accept the first agreement, 
Roosevelt and the American government became increasingly inflexi¬ 
ble in their demand that the canal be dug where they wanted it to be 
dug and at the exact price they wanted to pay and in the immediate 
future. Moreover, the President and the government, on the record, 
w.ere far more eager to protect the rights of the French stockholders 
than they were to observe the national rights of a friendly sovereign 
state. In view of the role William Cromwell played in the drama, 
Roosevelt’s heated indictment of the Colombians as “comiptionists” 
looks most peculiar. This is not to suggest that the President was him¬ 
self implicated in any corruption, but it is perhaps significant that 
afterward Roosevelt had “a most uncomfortable feeling” about Crom¬ 
well and his part in the Panama affair.^^ 

The President denied repeatedly that he had participated in any 
way in starting the Panama revolution. But there is no question that 
he let important people know that he would be happy with a revolu¬ 
tion and that these wishes were reflected in the American press as well 
as known to the Panama conspirators in New York. The presidential 

23 Roosevelt to Henry Cabot Lodge, January 28, 1909, Roosevelt MSS.; 
Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States^ Washington, 
1903, p. 275; The New York Times^ March 25, 1911. 

2 ^ Roosevelt to Taft, June 3, 1905, Taft MSS. 
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invitation to revolt by indirection, the remarkable split-second timing 
of the U.S.S. Nashville’s arrival in Panama, the utterly indefensible 
interpretation of the transit treaty with Colombia, and the indecent 
haste in the recognition of the new Panama Republic made Roosevelt 
a moral accomplice both before and after the act. The whole affair 
suggested that for Roosevelt ethics stopped at the tidewater beyond 
which lay a moral jungle where power was the only rightful determi¬ 
nant. Apparently, the American people held the same view. Even the 
judicious Elihu Root defended Roosevelt’s actions both publicly and 
privately. Above the sovereignty of Colombia, Root declared, there ex¬ 
isted a “higher right.” Not even the Democratic opposition challenged 
the President immediately after the event. Senator Gorman’s plea to 
disapprove the treaty was ignored. Instead, the Louisiana legislature by 
a unanimous vote approved the treaty and congratulated the President. 
So did the great majority of newspapers and periodicals. International 
law. The Outlook observed, was sometimes based “upon a sense of 
justice but quite as much on national convenience. . . .” _ 

The taking of the Canal Zone was just one manifestation of a much 
larger interest the United States had taken in the Latin-American 
world following the Spanish-American War. The basic formulations of 
a new Caribbean and Latin-American policy had been worked out by 
McKinley, Hay, and Root before 1902. But under Roosevelt the new 
policy was greatly extended and given a precision which it had hitherto 
lacked. Before Roosevelt took office, John Hay, fearing the possible 
establishment of a German naval base off the American coast, had 
started negotiations to purchase the Virgin Islands from Denmark. A 
draft treaty of purchase was worked out in January, 1902, which Den¬ 
mark eventually repudiated because of German pressure, or so it was 
thought at Washington. The new President eagerly supported the pro¬ 
posal to purchase, as he did various other attempts to buy Margarita 
Island, the Cocos, and the Galipagos. In the fall of 1902 Roosevelt also 
urged Hay to let Cuba know definitely that, irrespective of the fate of 
the pending reciprocity tariff treaty between the two countries, the naval 
stations promised in the Platt Amendment were to be ceded “and in 
the near future.” 

^“Root to Horace Porter, December 15, 1903, and to J. C. Carter, February 
25, 1904, Root MSS.; The Outlook, LXXVI (1904), 248-249. See the 
Literary Digest, XXVII (1903), 649, 689, for a survey of press opinion. 
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^ But what concerned Washington just as much as the flanhhp^^Ti 
islands controlled from Europe were the independent republics of 
South and Central America whose weak governments and chaotic 
finances constituted a standing invitation to European intervention. 
In 1902 and 1903 the danger of intervention was sharply presented to 



The uneasy lid. 


the American government by affairs in Venezuela. The facts of the 
were fairly common ones to the area. The inevitable dictator one 
Cipnano Castro, had borrowed heavily in Europe and then had refused 
to pay. In December, 1902, Great Britain, Germany, and Italy, seeHng 
to CTtoact payment for their nationals, blockaded five ports and bom¬ 
barded the Venezuelan forts at Puerto Cabello. Both Great Britain 
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and Germany had informed Washington of their intended action; but 
since boA had exphcitly rejected the principle of seeking territorial 
compensation, the American government interposed no objection.®’’ 
When Venezuela on December 13 asked the United States for arbi¬ 
tration, the government sent the request to London and Berlin without 
comment. Upon the request of the two countries that Roosevelt act as 
a.rbiter, a conference was held in Washington in January. Up to that 
time the American press had been extremely moderate in its opinions, 
pointing up the adamant refusal of Castro to pay his legally contracted 
obligations. But during the arbitration conference American opinion 
became inflamed when a German warship bombarded Fort Carlos and 
the surrounding Venezuelan village. “Worse international manners 
than Germany has exhibited,” The New York Times declared, “have 
rarely come under observation of civilized man. . . .” Roosevelt him¬ 
self was incensed at the German action even though he thought of 
Castro as an “unspeakable villainous little monkey.” Later, when Ger¬ 
many showed a reluctance to accept a proposal to refer the dispute to 
the Hague Court, the President was further annoyed and probably 
increasingly suspicious that Germany was seeking more than monetary 
compensation. Germany, he wrote his son in February, “takes an im¬ 
possible stand.” Eventually Germany was to give way, and the case 
was arbitrated by the Hague Court. 

Years later Roosevelt was to remember that in the course of the 
controversy he had delivered an ultimatum to Germany stating that 
Dewey s naval squadron would sail for Venezuela if an agreement to 
arbitrate was not forthcoming. Whether Roosevelt issued such an ulti¬ 
matum or not is still the subject of a lively historical controversy. What¬ 
ever the truth, there can be little question that the Venezuela episode 
made him extremely suspicious of German designs on American terri¬ 
tory and set him to thinking about how to reconcile the possibility of 
future European intervention and American security.®® 

®’ Roosevelt to Albert Shaw, December 26, 1902, Roosevelt MSS. 

®® The New York Times, January 26, 1903; Roosevelt to Theodore Roosevelt, 
Jr., February 9, 1903, Roosevelt MSS. 

For various views on the Venezuela aiffair and the alleged ulthnatum, see 
Dennett, Hay, pp. 390—92; Dexter Perkins, A History of the Monroe Doctrine 
(Boston, 1955), pp. 216-227; John M. Blum, The Republican Roosevelt 
(Boston, 1954), p. 128; S. W. Livermore, “Theodore Roosevelt, the American 
Navy and the Venezuela Crisis,” American Historical Review, LI (1946), 452; 
and Beale, Roosevelt and the Rise of America, pp. 143—146. 
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In his December, 1901, message to Congress, Roosevelt defended the 
traditional interpretation of the Monroe Doctrine with reference to 
Latin America. We would permit no territorial aggrandizement, he 
emphasized, but this did not mean that “we would guarantee any state 
against punishment” if it misconducted itself. But in his private cor¬ 
respondence the President was already wondering just how far the 
United States should interfere with the affairs of the Latin-American 
nations and just how much we could “with justice prevent interference 
by others. . . .” By the next February, months before the Venezuela 
incident, Elihu Root had expressed in general terms the principles 
which were to undergird the famous Roosevelt Corollary to the Mon¬ 
roe Doctrine. Writing to Andrew Carnegie, Root insisted that future 
American policy “must certainly bring the West Indies, from the point 
of Florida to the gateway of the Isthmian Canal, under the political 
and naval control of the United States, and must with equal certainty 
create special economic relations between them and the United States 
quite different from those which they or we bear to the rest of the 
world. Speaking in a broad way the first is our interest; the second is 
theirs.” During the following summer, in a speech at Pittsburgh the 
President underscored Root’s observations.** 

The events of the year 1903 vastly accelerated the administration’s 
formulation of a new Latin-American policy. Following the Venezuelan 
incident the Canal Zone was taken. And hard upon the creation of 
Panama a revolution in Santo Domingo demanded attention. There 
the already familiar story had reoccurred. A profligate dictatorship had 
left the country bankrupt and unable to meet its foreign obligations, 
while a revolution had destroyed all semblance of order. In the early 
winter of 1903 France, Germany, and Italy were threatening inter¬ 
vention. By the end of the year it was rumored that a German naval 
squadron was on its way across the Atlantic. And eventually, in or¬ 
der to protect himself against both the revolutionaries and the in¬ 
trusive foreigners, President Morales asked the American government 
to assume a protectorate over his hapless country. There were many 
pressures on Roosevelt to act. Throughout January, 1904, German 
newspapers were firmly supporting their government’s intention to 
protect “intimate German interests” in the Caribbean. Contrariwise, 

30 Roosevelt to Edward E. Hale, December 17, 1901, Roosevelt MSS. 

33Root to Carnegie, February 8, 1902, Root MSS.; Tht N*w York Timts, 
July 5, 1902. 
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British journals had already argued that if the United States were to 
protect Latin-American countries from foreign intervention, then in 
the name of logic it must assume some responsibility for their actions. 
In 1903 the chief of the Bureau of Navigation had requested the sta¬ 
tioning of a permanent fleet in Haitian waters. Across the country 
newspapers were beginning to raise a familiar cry for action in “in¬ 
sufferable Santo Domingo” to bring order “out of the black chaos and 
cruelty.” 

But Roosevelt was cautious in 1904; it was an election year. He had 
no more desire to annex the island, he wrote with rather a curious 
choice of words, “than a gorged boa constrictor might have to swallow 
a porcupine wrong-end to.” For a year he held off official action by 
the compromise of sending an “unofficial” mission headed by Admiral 
Dewey to Santo Domingo and used the time to test public sentiment 
on a revolutionary extension of the Monroe Doctrine. On May 20, at 
a Cuban anniversary dinner in New York, Root read a letter from 
Roosevelt concerning relations of the United States to the Latin- 
American republics. There should be no interference, the President 
wrote, with a country conducting itself “with decency in industrial and 
political matters,” provided it kept order and met its international 
obligations. But “brutal wrongdoing, or an impotence which results 
in a general loosening of the ties of civilized society, may finally require 
intervention by some civilized nation, and in the Western Hemisphere 
the United States cannot ignore this duty, . . .” In much the same 
words the President officially proclaimed the doctrine to Congress in 
December. The Roosevelt Corollary, as it became known, patently ar¬ 
rogating to the United States international police power in the hemi¬ 
sphere, altered Monroe’s doctrine from one denying the right of 
European intervention in the Americas to one sanctioning the process 
when conducted by the United States.®^ 

With the elections safely out of the way, application of the new 
principles proceeded rapidly. On the suggestion of the State Depart¬ 
ment an “agreement” was forced upon the Dominican government in 
January, 1905, which called for the appointment of an American as 
the collector of Dominican customs and director of national finance. 

32H. G. Taylor to W. H. Moody, December 30, 1903, Moody MSS.; 
Literary Digest, XXVI (1903), 350; XXVIII (1904), 24; WorWs Work, VII 
(1904), 4501. 

33 Roosevelt to Joseph Bucklin Bishop, February 23, 1904, Roosevelt MSS.; 
Roosevelt to Root, May 20, 1904, Root MSS, 
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Under this executive agreement 45 per cent of the total receipts were 
to be allocated to the Dominican government for operating expenses 
the rest to be placed in a trust fund for the settlement of outstanding 
international obligations. A future development in the scheme was 
foreshadowed when the new director, Colonel Geoi^e R. Colton, pro¬ 
posed in 1906 that a large American bank be called in to consolidate 
and take over the European-held debt, which, of course, would have 
obviated the occasion for future European concern and intervention.®* 
Trouble appeared when the new agreement was presented to the 
Senate for its ratification. Both the Roosevelt Corollary and the first 
a,pplication of it had occasioned criticism at home and abroad. Con¬ 
tinental newspapers were almost united in denouncing this “grafting of 
Caesarism upon Republican institutions.” German journals in partic¬ 
ular interpreted the doctrine as a fruitless effort of the United States 
to hold Latin America “against the expanding colonial urges of Eu¬ 
rope.” Abroad only the Brititir press generally approved of the doc¬ 
trine. At home some journals also challenged the advisability of this 
new departure; but surprisingly, the majority of the once formidable 
anti-imperialist press was silent, while a good many newspapers actu¬ 
ally advocated outright annexation of the Dominican Republic.®* 
Notably nsing support for the creation of the new financial protec¬ 
torate came from large financial circles in Boston and New York. Some 
of it came directly from American holders of Dominican bonds, some 
because of the impHed promise of direct State Department support for 
American business interests throughout Latin America, a promise that 
Ehhu Root guilefully held forth to numerous interested people. Writ¬ 
ing to the capitalist H. M. Flagler, Root argued that the building of 
tile canal required the United States to poKce the surrounding prem¬ 
ises. “In the nature of things trade and control, and the obligation to 
keep order which go with them must come our way. ...” A short 
time later Root supported the effort of a New York banking group so 
to word an agreement to refund the Costa Rica debt that, if the in¬ 
terest were not paid, the United States would be able to protect the 
American bondholders. Forwarding the s^ement to Secretary of 
State Hay, Root observed that it seaned very important to have Costa 

1907*T^t George R. Colton to Taft, February 15, 
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Rica “under the financial control of Americans, with a power of ulti¬ 
mate control by the United States rather than have it vested in any 
foreign power.” After surveying the “Venezuela mess” and other im¬ 
periled American interests throi^hout Latin America, Albert Shaw, 
editor of World’s Work, wrote to Senator Beveridge that it seemed 
most likely “that substantial American interests will have to be pro¬ 
tected by the government.” The term “dollar diplomacy” was obvi¬ 
ously being honored in word and act some years before it was given a 
precise definition by the Taft administration.®* 

Despite the cogent reasoning of the administration and the powerful 
support of the financial community, the United States Senate took 
another view of the agreement with Santo Domingo. Arguing that “the 
flag should not follow every contract” abroad, the Democratic minority 
led by Senator Rayner was almost unanimously opposed. Surprisingly, 
the minority was joined by enough Republicans first to amend the 
treaty out of recognition and then let it die without action. The Sen¬ 
ate’s obvious antagonism to the President’s independent course in de¬ 
veloping novel foreign policy greatly contributed to the treaty’s defeat. 
And Roosevelt’s later action in implementing his Dominican policy by 
executive agreement without benefit of consent was scarcely designed 
to assuage senatorial anger. The Dominican agreement was in opera¬ 
tion for over two years before the Senate reluctantly approved it with 
some modification in 1907.®^ 

With the death of John Hay in July, 1905, Elihu Root became Sec¬ 
retary of State, and subsequently Roosevelt’s aggressive Latin-American 
policy was tempered by Root’s caution and respect for constitutional 
procedures. Twice in 1908 Roosevelt might have embarked upon other 
Caribbean adventures in Venezuela and Haiti. But in each instance 
Root advised patience and delay, in part because he felt that neither 
Congress nor the American people would “sustain the administration in 
making war.” Root spent most of his term, in fact, in attempting to 
win the good will of Latin America, and except for the 1906 Cuban 
intervention the United States position in Latin America was con¬ 
solidated instead of aggressively extended.®® 

The Roosevelt administration faced one other vexing problem in the 

®*Root to H. M. Flagler, January 3, 1905, to John Hay, January 7, 1905, 
Root MSS.; Shaw to Beveridge, September 21, 1905, Beveridge MSS. 

*’■ Congressional Record, 59th Congress, 1st Session, Vol. 40, pt. 1, pp. 793 ff. 
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Western Hemisphere in which, while the real interests were rather in¬ 
significant, the results were important and could have been infinitely 
more so had they evolved differently. The controversy over the Alaskan 
boundary began after gold was found in northwestern Canada. The 
major point of issue was whether the boundary line was measured from 
the heads of the inlets on the deeply scarred coast or from the head¬ 
lands of the many peninsulas. If the United States claims were valid, 
then the Canadian gold fields had no outlet to the sea; if the Cana¬ 
dians were right, then the United States stood to lose a sizable area of 
the^ wild and practically uninhabited southernmost coast of Alaska 
which it had claimed and occupied for many years. By a temporary 
settlement in 1899, Canada was granted the use of the head of the 
Lynn Canal, which ran some eighty miles into the interior. What re¬ 
provoked the controversy was the reported findings of gold in 1902 
near the Lynn Canal. Roosevelt, who had already made public his re¬ 
fusal to budge an inch on the American case, recognized the possibility 
of trouble among the rough mining population. He ordered the Army 
to reinforce the troops in the area and asked for a report on any im¬ 
proper actions by the population on either side of the border.** 

From available evidence it appears as if the American claims were 
supported by the weight of both the historical and legal arguments 
advanced on the case. Even the Anglophile John Hay felt strongly that 
the Canadian claims, first advanced after the gold discoveries, were 
thoroughly unjustifiable, as did practically every American conversant 
with the facts of the dispute. This prompted Roosevelt’s consistent re¬ 
fusal to arbitrate the matter, since, he explained, arbitration usually 
ends in splitting the difference,” a procedure which in this instance, 
he felt, would have been grossly unfair. An agreement to negotiate over 
the boundary came only when Canadian officials indicated that they 
wished to save face publicly and that if the United States agreed to 
arbitrate, the final decision would approximate the American position. 

necessity for saving the public dignity of the 
foolish Chadians, ’ Roosevelt accepted the arbitral agreement, which, 
as he understood it, excluded arbitration. The arbitral instrument 
called for the appointment of six “impartial jurists,” three representing 
*e United States and three Canada and Great Britain. But the con¬ 
ditions under which it was accepted by the United States probably 
explain the President’s explicit direction to the three American com- 
George B. Cortelyou to Root, March 27, 1902, Root MSS. 
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missionerSj Root, Henry Cabot Lodge, and ex-Senator George Turner 
of Washington, not to deviate one jot in upholding the American case. 
It also explains his independent warnings to London through Asso¬ 
ciate Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., that if the American case 
was not supported he would order the United States Army to survey 
the boundary line independently and afterward defend its findings. 
The President’s mood probably also prompted his appointment of such 
intense partisan commissioners even though the agreement had called 
for the selection of impartial arbiters. As a matter of fact, he first of¬ 
fered the positions to two Supreme Court justices, who refused the 
honor, and he secured Root’s acceptance only by what that unhappy 
man called a process of draft, impressment, and shanghaiing.^ 

The Canadian public was incensed at the obviously partisan char¬ 
acter of the American commissioners, as were some Americans. Cana¬ 
dian opinion became more inflamed when the British representative 
on the commission, Baron Alverstone, consistently, except on two minor 
points, voted to support the American contentions. Canadians were 
quick to charge that Alverstone had sacrificed Canadian interests for 
British world policy. Whatever the truth of the charge might be— 
and it is quite conceivable that Alverstone simply voted his judicial 
convictions—^it was quite true that the dispute, which might have had 
a most deleterious effect on Anglo-American relations, instead nurtured 
a growing agreement between the two English-speaking countries that 
was already taking on the spirit, if not the legal apparatus, of an inter¬ 
national entente. 

It is illuminating to contrast the Roosevelt operating in the realm 
of foreign policy with the Roosevelt who dealt with Congress. The 
latter was cautious, conservative, and even timid at times. The first 
was bold, creative, and often ruthless in his use of power against the 
weak and helpless. If one measure of a civilized democratic state is the 
restraint with which it treats its unwanted classes of social and physical 
unfortunates, its criminals, and its subversives, then another might be 
the way it treats its weaker foreign neighbors. Should such a measure 

Roosevelt to Elihu Root, H. G. Lodge, and George Turner, March 17, 
1903, to Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr., July 25, 190?, Roosevelt MSS.; Root to 
Taft, August 11, 1903, Taft MSS. 
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also be used to gauge a President’s real inclinations toward the ruthless 
use of power against people whom he dislikes or with whom he funda¬ 
mentally disagrees? If so, the Roosevelt of 1901-1905 would scarcely 
have won a cum laude. 

The Roosevelt of the Northern Securities Case and the coal strike 
was in some ways also a strikingly different man from the President 
who carefully calculated his relations with Aldrich and Cannon. It 
might be argued that he was something of a prisoner of the reigning 
conservative ideologues in Congress because of his need for their sup¬ 
port then, and in the coming nominating convention and the elections. 
It might also be suggested that his actions in the ccal strike and the 
Northern Securities Case were simply prompted by an equal need for 
mass approbation and votes. Or Roosevelt might be pictured, as he has 
been in the past, as either the conservative who willingly co-operated 
with Congress or a sincere progressive frustrated by the congressional 
conservative majorities. Some better answers to these vexing questions 
may be gained after Roosevelt’s second term, when the complexion of 
Congress had been changed somewhat and when there was no election 
to be won or lost in 1908. But there was no question about Roosevelt’s 
thirst to win the Presidency on his own. This ambition certainly was 
not the primary factor in all the actions he took as the Chief Executive 
during his first three years. But the contest of 1904 was never very far 
from the surface of his thoughts, and the beguilement of future victory 
was probably as important as his principles in many of his crucial de¬ 
cisions. 








CHAPTER 9 


Trial and Triumph 


T OHEODORE ROOSEVELT bad scarcely been in office a month 
when he created a furor throughout the South by inviting the 
Negro educator Booker T. Washington to lunch at the White House. 
“The most damnable outrage,” “a crime equal to treason,” were among 
the more printable remarks from the South. “No Southern woman with 
proper self-respect,” a Memphis paper fumed, “would now accept an 
invitation to the White House.” The President was to tilt with southern 
racialism again when he appointed Dr. William Crum, another Negro, 
as collector of customs at Charleston, and again over his selection of 
Mrs. Minnie Cox as postmistress of Indianola, Alabama. Roosevelt 
kept Crum in office by inteiim appointmeats after the Senate refused 
to concur in his selection, and closed the Indianola office temporarily 
when the town forced Mrs. Cox to resign.^ 

The Booker T» Washington incident made Roosevelt appear as a 
champion of the Negro. He had opposed anticninority activities in the 
nineties. He wanted very much to see the Negro advance economically. 
He could not support Negro suffrage, he wrote, but he did hope that 
the honest and intelligent members of the race would be afforded a 
“chance to have a little reward, a little respect. ...” Of Roosevelt’s 
sincerity in this matter there can be little doubt, but his southern ap¬ 
pointment policy was scarcely aimed at these particular objectives. As 
far as the President had any distinctive Negro appointment policy in 

^ Memphis Commercial Appeal, cited in Literary Digest, XXIII (1901), 523. 
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the Southj Root wrote, it had operated to reduce the number of Negro 
appointments.^ 

The principal aim of Roosevelt, the politician, during his first term 
was to be nominated and elected in 1904. Unerringly, he concluded 
that his main rival for the honor was Marcus Alonzo Hanna, the man 
who had made McKinley President and who was now senator from 
Ohio and national chairman of the party. Hanna had secured Mc¬ 
Kinley’s nomination in 1896 in part by destroying ex-President Harri¬ 
son’s hold over the southern Republican “black and tan” machines. 
He had accomplished this feat by building up the power of the con¬ 
testing “lily white” Republicans who controlled the party organization 
and the patronage when Roosevelt became President. Now Roosevelt 
reversed the process, and southern patronage was taken away from 
Hanna’s loyal liege men and given to people who were trusted to vote 
right in 1904. In the 1900 South this meant granting the patronage 
either to the “black and tan” Republicans or to the Gold Democrats 
who had refused to return to their traditional party. The career of Dr, 
Crum was a case in point. For many years Crum had been the Re¬ 
publican county chairman of the Charleston district. He had been 
appointed collector of the port by Harrison but had lost the position 
when the Hanna “lily white” faction of the party triumphed. Now he 
was reappointed by Roosevelt and kept in office despite the Senate’s 
refusal to concur. Eventually the President was to replace almost two- 
thirds of the federal officeholders in some of the southern states with 
his own black and tan Republicans and Gold Democrat partisans. 
Booker T. Washington had a wide acquaintance in the South with 
both educated whites and Negroes. He was invited to the White House 
to discuss southern patronage, not southern sociology, and he continued 
to act after the famous luncheon as one of Roosevelt’s chief advisers on 
such matters. The President’s purposes in the South were not related 
to color but to politics, something which he never cared to admit. 
Years later, in 1912, Roosevelt found that his own carefully con¬ 
structed black and tan machines were then supporting the incumbent 
President, William Howard Taft. In seeking to win the Republican 
nomination from Taft, Roosevelt had to double back on his tracks in 

2 Roosevelt to Owen Wister, April 27, 1906, Roosevelt MSS.; Root to Elihu 
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the South. The Louisiana Roosevelt delegation to the Republican Na¬ 
tional Convention of 1912 was solidly lily white in character.^ 

Roosevelt came to office with the reputation of being a firm friend 
of the civil service principle. Many of his appointments during his 
first term^ however, were to sadden his more idealistic reforming friends. 
Henry G. Payne of Wisconsin, “an old guard machine politician/’ was 
made Postmaster General. Leslie M. Shaw, the standpat governor of 
Iowa, became Secretary of the Treasury. Most shocking of all, James 
S. Clarkson of Iowa was appointed surveyor of the customs at New 
York. Back in 1891, Clarkson as Harrison’s Assistant Postmaster Gen¬ 
eral had dismissed 15,000 fourth-class postmasters, and as a result had 
had a first-class row with the Civil Service Commissioner, Theodore 
Roosevelt. Now Clarkson was of the anointed, as were Senator Matthew 
Quay of Pennsylvania and the members of the notorious Addicks ma¬ 
chine in Delaware. Collectively their virtue lay in their local political 
power and their opposition to Mark Hanna. For the moment that was 
enough for Roosevelt. Reformers might find his appointments “dis¬ 
concerting” and “inexplicable”; for Roosevelt they were the means to 
the end of nomination and election. In other ways he more than bal¬ 
anced the score. After Clarkson’s appointment he cautioned him not 
to get into any trouble with the Civil Service Commission. In a strenu¬ 
ous fight with Congress in 1902 the President secured a permanent 
Census Bureau without blanketing all of its old politically appointed 
employees under civil service as Congress desired. Finally Roosevelt 
brought to the public service a host of young, energetic, and educated 
men from some of the better eastern universities whose like had pos¬ 
sibly not been seen in such numbers before. Lord Bryce, the British 
ambassador in Washington, remarked of the Roosevelt appointments 
that he had never encountered “a more eager, high-minded, and effi¬ 
cient set of public servants. . . ^ 

The administration was to stand in need of able men. Almost at its 
inception several vexatious administrative problems appeared, the mis- 

3 John M. Blum, The Republican Roosevelt (Boston, 1954), pp. 41—43; see 
also the characteristically perspicacious note on the Booker T. Washington 
affair in Elting E. Morison (ed.). The Letters of Theodore Roosevelt (8 vols., 
Cambridge, 1951-54), III, 181; George E. Mowry, "The South and the 
Progressive Lily White Party of 1912,” Journal of Southern History^ VI (1940), 
237-247. 

^Quoted in Gifford Pinchot, Breaking New Ground (New York, 1947), p. 
229. 
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handling of which might cost many votes in the coming presidential 
contest. The most important of these, perhaps, concerned the Philin- 
pmes, where the ugly revolt for independence of American rule still 

to suppress the 

rebelhon had begun to disenchant many voters about the advisabhitv 
of remainmg in the islands. In February, 1902, Nelson A. Miles, Com- 
mandmg General of the Army, created a sensation by making charges 
that the American commanders in the Philippines were guilty of wide- 
spread brutalities in their attempt to put down the native uprisings 
Already m opposition to Root’s plan for the reorganization of the 
Army, Miles demanded that he be sent to the Philippines with discre 
tionary powers to attempt a settlement. A short time later the inspired 
publication of an order by one of the American field commanders in 
Ae Philippines to hll and bum and make a howling wilderness of 
Sai^ tiirew further fat in the fire. Afterwarri a congresaonal investi¬ 
gation disclosed the fact that the order had been ca^ed out literaUy 
on b^ar and to a lesser degree on the island of Leyte.® 

of?bt®?bT responsibility for the taking 

vigorously supported tlu; ret.mtion of 
the islands under Amencan mle. After the Philippine rebellion he had 
his pnvate doubts about the wisdom of his position. When Vicc-Prcsi- 
ent, he wrote that he had “varied very much in his feelings” about 
the islands and expressed a hope that "events will speedily justify 

toSkr').* r attKk, by Damocrau and anti- 

imperiahsts, he became characteristically uncompromising and bel- 

l^erent in his pubhc statements. “The Republic has put its flag in 
^ ose islands, he toW the Sons of the American Revolution, “and the 
fl^ will stay there In the midst of excited public debate the Philip- 
pme Government Act was approved on July 1, 1902. Among the pro- 

Zsli t 

r ’ organization of an 

thl offirt f Sr' r ^ alKilished 

Ae office of Mihtary Governor and gave full powen to the civilian 

Gov^or William Howanl Taf, and%,„claimS a rnL“ 
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and an end to the insurrection except in the Moro districts. As some 
cynics pointed out, the official end of the rebellion as proclaimed by 
Roosevelt must not have impressed many Filipinos, who went on fight¬ 
ing. The proclamation and the Philippine Government Act did, how¬ 
ever, serve to still public criticism, as did the testimony before the 
congressional committee of Secretary of War Root and Governor Taft, 
who had been in Washington since January aiding the administration 
on Philippine problems.'^ 

From Washington, Taft went to Rome, where he was to initiate 
extremely touchy political negotiations with the Vatican on the disposal 
of Church lands in the Philippines. A vexing situation had arisen 
when some 60,000 tenants of three friar orders had expelled the friars 
and had seized the lands, claiming that the rents they had been forced 
to pay were exorbitant. To restore the land to the friars, Taft wrote, 
would precipitate another revolution. Yet the United States had by the 
treaty of cession with Spain guaranteed all existing property rights. 
Apparently, the American Catholic Archbishop John Ireland first sug¬ 
gested that the government arrange for the transfer of the lands by 
dealing directly with the Vatican. After Root had opened the negotia¬ 
tions, Taft and the American Bishop O’Gorman concluded the dis¬ 
cussions which eventuated in the sale of over 400,000 acres of land 
paid for by the bonds of the new Philippine government. The negotia¬ 
tions at Rome were complicated by the desire of the American hier¬ 
archy to replace the Spanish clergy in the Philippine Church with 
Americans—a program that Taft supported—and by the efforts of the 
friars to break up the negotiations for the sale of their former lands by 
protesting against the Vatican’s use of the money involved. But Taft’s 
tact and Root’s patience finally triumphed. As Root wrote, there was 
no need to be troubled either by the ^‘friars’ sharp practices” or by the 
length of time the negotiations took. ‘‘We have got the money, the 
Filipinos have the land, the Pope has got a lot of worthless friars on 
his hands, and the friars have got nothing.” No political capital could 
be made of the situation, he concluded, if they persisted in treating the 
Church “fair and kindly.” ® ^ 

The political capital Root refeixed to reflected the administration’s 

^ For the best discussion of the thorny Philippine government problons, 
see Philip G. Jessup, Elihu Root (2 vols., New York, 1938), I, 363 ff. 

8 Of the very many letters on ffie friar land situation, see especially Root to 
Taft, September 5, 1901, and August 11, 1903; Taft to Root, April 7, May 21, 
and July 22, 1902; Taft to Magnus Larsen, October 9, 1908, Taft MSS. 
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fear that both Protestant and Catholic voters in the United States 
would be alienated by the delicate negotiations. When Taft’s viat to the 
Vatican was announced, a number of American Protestants heatedly 
protested against this “political recognition” of the papacy, protests 
which were only partially stilled by the Washington announcement 
that Taft’s mission was concerned with a “real estate deal” and had 
no political implications. As late as 1908 Taft was stall receiving cen¬ 
sorious letters for his Roman excursion. Some Catholics were also 
critical, fearing that the government was subjecting the Church to po¬ 
litical pressure. This criticism increased when Father Aglipay broke 
away from the Roman Church in the Philippines and set up his own 
independent institution. The Vatican asked that the United States 
refuse to recognise the splinter group and demanded the return of 
Church property. “It would be a fatal mistake,” Cardinal Merry del 
Val wrote, “to give equal rights or support in the Philippine Islands 
to Aglipay or any other stray adventurer who for one reason or an¬ 
other rebels against his legitimate superiors. . . .” If the government 
continued to support the hierarchy in the islands, the Church would 
find it “comparatively easy to guide the Philippines from a religious 
and moral point of view and make them loyal American citizens. . . 

But if the contrary were true, “dissensions and factions of all kinds 
would arise” and the United States might have to govern by force. 
While insisting that the United States could not discriminate between 
any religious groups, Taft did recognize the property rights of the 
Church.® 


The administration faced another potentially serious political situ¬ 
ation in the summer of 1903, when it became generally known that 

widespread fraud had been discovered in the Post Office Department. 
The President was particularly vulnerable to the charge of fraud in his 
administration because of his self-assumed position of being the nation’s 
number one expounder of morality. Tom Read jested once that he was 
delighted to hear that Roosevelt had rediscovered the Ten Command¬ 
ments. Another quipster remarked that the President was the kind of 
a person who, upon reading a child’s essay on ethics, would mount a 
horse and ride ten miles at breakneck speed to tell his neighbor the 
news. In December of 1902, Postmaster General Payne reported to 
Roosevelt that corruption did exist and the President, waiting until 
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after Congress adjourned, appointed an investigating committee headed 
by the fourth Assistant Postmaster General, Joseph L. Bristow. The Bris¬ 
tow report was made in November, 1903. Only a summary of it was 
made public; the rest, including much of the evidence, was suppressed. 
Acting upon a letter from the President, the Attdrney General had is¬ 
sued forty-four indictments against government employees. Four high 
officers in the Post Office had resigned and thirteen more had been re- 
moved from office.^^ 

Meanwhile the reason for the suppression of parts of the Bristow 
report had been whispered around Washington: a good many im¬ 
portant members of Congress were implicated, the names of Hanna, 
Cannon, Lodge, and Beveridge given prominence, and even some 
members of the administration. A report of the Civil Service Commis¬ 
sion in June, 1903, had hinted at these connections. Despite Postmaster 
General Payne’s attempt to conceal the matter, the news leaked out in 
March, 1904, that the Bristow report named some 150 members of 
Congress in leasing buildings to the Post Office Department for high 
rents and in obtaining “unwarranted” raises in pay for postmasters of 
their districts by placing pressure on the department. For a time very 
strained relations existed between the White House and Congress, but 
then a special committee of the House found that although some mem¬ 
bers had not acted properly, none was guilty of fraud. Roosevelt and 
Payne were first unfairly charged with responsibility for the corruption, 
but since most of the indicted men had been appointed by the previous 
administration, the charge failed to stick. The President’s quick action 
in ordering an investigation and the congressional connections with 
the matter all helped to remove any possible stain on the President’s 
reputation. The association of Hanna’s name with possible wrongdo¬ 
ing, in fact, aided Roosevelt in his campaign for nomination, and there 
were some people who saw a connection between the publicity given 
to Hanna and the coming events of 1904.^^ 

It is almost impossible to say with certainty what Hanna’s plans for 
1904 were. He was not a man to wear his intentions on his sleeve. One 
can guess that he wanted the Republican nomination. At least, many 
important Republicans wanted it for him. A most important element 

'^'^The New York Times, November 24, 1900; Roosevelt to Knox, July 22, 
1903, Knox MSS. 

Congressional Record, 58th Congress, 2nd Session, pt. 5, p. 4721; Literary 
Digest, XXVIII (1904), 393; Dorothy G. Fowler, The Cabinet Politician, The 
Postmaster General, 1B29--1909 (New York, 1943). 
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in the party, the business and financial people^ one Republican paper 
stated, would '‘acquiesce in the nomination of Roosevelt rather than 
welcome it.” Among such people, according to the journal, Hanna was 
clearly the favorite. As late as June, 1902, The New York Times ven¬ 
tured the opinion that Hanna was a far more likely winner than Roose- 
velt^^ 

As national chairman of the party, Hanna was not without influence 
among the local professional politicians who often determine a nomi¬ 
nation. But the patronage belonged to the President, and through its 
judicious use Roosevelt by the opening of 1903 had destroyed most of 
Hanna s strength in the South. There was little that the Senator could 
do to restore it. Even Hanna’s home state of Ohio had become uncer¬ 
tain in its loyalty as Senator Joseph Benson Foraker, backed with 
presidential patronage there, was busily sapping the strength of the 
Hanna-McKinley machine. So far the contest between the President 
and the Senator had been conducted privately and decently behind the 
scenes. But in May, 1903, the i^ue burst out into the public view. Just 
prior to the meeting of the Ohio State Republican convention, Senator 
Foraker publicly demanded that the meeting endorse the President for 
die coming nomination. Hanna objected, arguing that it was against 
the Ohio tradition to pledge the party so far in advance. But he felt it 
necessary further to explain his position by telegram to the President, 
then campaigning for delegates in the Northwest, Roosevelt replied 
in an abrupt and graceless fashion to the effect that he was not asking 
anyone to support him, and that he assumed those for him would be 
for him in the coming meeting and those against him, against him, 
Hanna s telegram had been private, but the substance of the Presi¬ 
dent s angry reply was made public. The following day, in a speech at 
Butte, Montana, Roosevelt made the charge that the "class of criminal 
rich’^ was organizing to defeat him. After that double volley Hanna 
gave ground and announced that he would not stand in the way of the 
Roosevelt endorsement. Then and later Hanna refused to make a posi¬ 
tive statement supporting the President^ but his partial capitulation in 
Ohio was considered as a major defeat by the public. Roosevelt thor- 
oughly imderstood this. He had been feeling jaded, but the incident 
gave him "a new lease on life.” 

Cited in Uiermry Digest^ XXVI (1903), 452. 

13 ^osevelt to Lodge, May 27, 1903, in Lodge, Letters, II, 18-20,* The New 
York Times, May 26, 27, 1903. 
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When Roosevelt returned from his long campaign trip to the Pacific 
coast in the late spring of 1903, his nomination and re-election looked 
almost inevitable. Then near-disaster struck in the form of a sharp but 
short financial panic. The year 1902 had been a prosperous one for the 
American economy. Exports had fallen somewhat, but the domestic 
markets had bounded upward. Six thousand miles of new railroads had 
been built, employment rates were good, wages increased, and the 
corporate dividends were the highest on record. But during the summer 
of 1903 a curious fiscal movement occurred. While crop prices re¬ 
mained high and manufacturing was steady, the stock market went into 
a steep decline, wiping away over $2 billion in security values. As credit 
became increasingly stringent, business failures rose alarmingly. The 
great nabob of Wall Street, J. Pierpont Morgan, publicly blamed the 
financial panic on the amount of “undigested securities” then in the 
market. But other financial authorities, speaking less elliptically, called 
it the result of the President’s harassment of business. Only a few con¬ 
ceded that the panic was due to an inflexible monetary structure and 
to the spectacular overcapitaliaation of trusts like the United States 
Steel Corporation.^* 

By late summer Roosevelt admitted that the finan ci a] situation 
looked very ugly.” He was not sure whether to blame the panic mostly 
on the wild and reckless speculation among the capitalists or upon the 
sinister and shortsighted wrongdoing of the labor leaders. But he had 
heard, he told Root, that “certain of the big men” in Wall Street were 
not at all reluctant to see the panic get worse, so as to discredit the 
administration and “to force the Republican party back into the paths 
of conservatism. . . .” The most obvious conservative Republican 
candidate, of course, was Hanna.^’ In Novranber the Ohio senator 
made national headlines by his sweeping victory over the liberal Demo¬ 
crat, Tom Johnson, mayor of Cleveland. The White House became in¬ 
creasingly sensitive in December to Hanna’s refusal publicly to endorse 
the President’s cause and to his efforts in Ohio to secure delegates to 
the national convention. With a note of desperation Lodge wrote to 
Root in January of the new year asking him to see Hanna and get a 
public commitment. It was asking too much of the President, Lodge 
contended, to expect him to support Hanna in Ohio or be neutral when 
Hanna was actively opposing Roosevelt’s friend Foraker. People were 

Literary Digest, XXVII (1903), 183. 

18 Roosevelt to Root, October 3, 1903, Root MSS. 
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“talking and spending money in New York” in activities which would 
not defeat Roosevelt but would certainly “hurt the party.” “What we 
want, Lodge expostulated, “is just one word in public.” But that word 
never came. Instead, Root reported that the pro-Hanna, anti-Roosevelt 
campaign among the “substantial men” of New York was being re¬ 
ceived with enthusiasm at the Union League Club, of which Root was 
president.^® 

^ Apparently fearful of a Wall Street-Hanna coalition, the administra¬ 
tion exerted itself in the fall and winter of 1903-4 to counteract the 
supposed opposition. No disturbing legislative proposals ramp from the 
White House. Instead, cordial letters went out to J. P. Morgan, H. L. 
Higginson, and E. H. Harriman, asking their advice on financial legis¬ 
lation. Root journeyed to the Union League Club in January, where he 
made a speech designed “to cut the ground from under the Roosevelt 
people.” Some of the President’s journalistic friends prepared articles 
to indicate the administration’s concern for the business world and 
businessmen. One such article, written by Ray Stannard Baker on the 
suggestion of Gifford Pinchot, carried the title “The Business Achieve¬ 
ments of the Administration.” And then Mark Hanna was struck down 
with typhoid fever. Roosevelt’s worry about any dangerous opposition 
for the nomination was all but ended. From then on his pro-business 
moves were made for the sake of obtaining the necessary funds to con¬ 
duct a proper campaign. Roosevelt was insistent that a friend of busi¬ 
ness be made national chairman of the party. When Cornelius Bliss 
refused to act, even after the President had assured him that he would 
become “one of the trusted and intimate advisors in all matters . . . 
for Ae next four years,” the plum went to George B. Cortelyou, the 
President’s private secretary, a relatively unknown man, but one who 
was to become increasingly acceptable to the eastern conservative wing 
of the party. Bliss then accepted the position of treasurer. By Septem¬ 
ber, 1904, a friend reported to Taft that an “entente cordiale” seemed 
to exist between the White House and the house of Morgan.^^ 

Even after Hanna’s death and the conversion of the business com¬ 
munity, a few problems, more vexatious than important, needed to be 
confronted before Roosevelt was satisfied with the prenomination cam- 


: Root to John St. L. Strachey, March 23, 


Lodge to Root, January 17, 1904: 

1904, Root MSS. 

11 Gifford Pinchot to Ray Stannard Baker, January 11, 1904, Pinchot MSS.; 
Rowevelt to Bfe May 6 1904, Roosevelt MSS.; Clarence R. Edmonds to 
Taft, September 20, 1904, Taft MSS. 
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paign. A “very, very ugly” situation had developed in Wisconsin, 
where the La Follette forces won a majority in the state convention. 
The regulars bolted, and under the leadership of Senator Spooner and 
Postmaster General Payne held a rump convention to select Roosevelt 
delegates to the national meeting. The President chose to go along with 
his proved friends and the word went out that the minority delegation 
was to be seated in the coming meeting, an action that some historians 
have interpreted as indicating Roosevelt’s basic hostility to both reform 
and reformers. The President’s decision, of course, indicated nothing 
of the sort. Roosevelt was interested in just two things, the nomination 
and the maintenance of party harmony. He could scarcely have repu¬ 
diated his Postmaster General without creating a party row in Wis¬ 
consin. Simultaneously with his decision against La Follette he was 
urging the Republican State Chairman of Missouri not to nominate 
a candidate against the liberal Democrat, Joseph W. Folk, running for 
governor. Folk, of course, had no votes in the Republican convention.^® 

A similar quarrel between Senator Platt and regional boss Benjamin 
B. Odell threatened the peace and harmony of the New York party. 
Here Root negotiated an armistice. Astonishingly, Congress had to be 
reminded of the critical political situation. It had failed to act on an 
administration-inspired measure to designate all Civil War veterans 
who had arrived at the age of sixty-two as half-disabled and thus eligi¬ 
ble for a pension. In April, the Pension Commission, spurred by a 
presidential request, was delighted to find that the congressional over¬ 
sight could be remedied by an administrative ruling, and that hence¬ 
forth all Union veterans aged sixty-two or more were entitled to a sum 
of $5 a month. The President was highly irritated when uncharitable 
critics imputed that the order was based less on medical facts than 
upon political anticipations. He contended that it was nonsense to say 
that at sixty-two the average man had not had his capacity for physical 
labor “impaired at least one-half.” 

Few national political conventions have been so carefully planned 
as the Republican meeting of 1904; few have offered less surprises. 
Root was Roosevelt’s choice for temporary chairman, Cannon for 
permanent chairman, and Lodge for head of the Committee on Plat¬ 
form. All the important speeches had been written weeks before the 

Roosevelt to Nicholas Murray Butler, May 21, 1904; Roosevelt to Thomas 
J. Atkins, April 5, 1904, Roosevelt MSS. 

Roosevelt to Root, May 5, 1904, Root MSS. 
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body met, and each had received the careful review of the President. 
Even the seconding speeches were scrutinized, and one unhappy 
southern delegate was abruptly requested to throw away his overlong 
speech and write another one “seconding a nomination.” Except for a 
suffrage plank, the platform, conservative, noncommittal, and undis¬ 
tinguished, was passed substantially as the President desired it. Weeks 
before the convention assembled. Senator Charles W. Fairbanks of 
Indiana had been agreed upon as the vice-presidential candidate. 
Roosevelt would have preferred Congressman Robert R. Hitt of Illi¬ 
nois, but the party professionals insisted upon Fairbanks’ obvious suit¬ 
ability: he was wealthy, conservative, and Indiana was always a 
doubtful state. Roosevelt agreed. Among the least surprising actions of 
the convention was the unanimous nomination of Roosevelt. The meet¬ 
ing adjourned as it had opened, in an air “of feigned enthusiasm 
punctuated with indifference.” According to one journalist, the dele¬ 
gates “all knew why they had been invited to Chicago, and they had 
done it.” 

An important element of Republican strength lay in the chaotic 
condition of the Democratic party. After the defeat of 1900 various 
conservatives in the party started a movement to wean it away from 
Bryanism. Among the leaders in this campaign for a “sensible candi¬ 
date in 1904 and “a good old-fashioned platform” were Richard 
Olney, Secretary of State under Cleveland; the perennial upstate New 
York boss, Da-rid B. Hill; the financier, William C. Whitney; and the 
conservative Senator Gorman of Maryland. Supporting the reorienta¬ 
tion were some of the most important party newspapers of the East 
and the South. The aging ex-President Cleveland became the tem¬ 
porary rallying point for the anti-Bryanites. In June, 1902, he called 
for a^ marshaling of the party “outside the shadow of predestined de¬ 
feat.” Eight months later at a tesrimonial banquet Cleveland described 
the laissez-faire program which he hoped the party would adopt in 
1904: a reduction in the tariff, support of the gold standard, strict 
government economy, freedom for the Philippines, and finding a solu¬ 
tion to the trust problem in the common law and the wisdom of the 
state legislatures.*^ 


Roosevelt to Theodore 

wirMSs’ ^ ^ Roose- 

*1 The New York Times, June 20, 1902; Uterary Digest, XXVI (1903), 417. 
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Since Cleveland was obviously too old to be considered a serious 
candidate, gradually and almost by default of other likely choices the 
conservatives of the party began to support the candidacy of Judge 
Alton B. Parker of New York. Parker was almost unknown outside of 
his home state. There he had been a successful organization Democrat, 
working hard for the party and asking little in return. In 18S5 he had 
managed the successful campaign of David B. Hill for governor^ and 
in return had been appointed to an unexpired term of the State Su¬ 
preme Court. He refused the party nomination for the governorship, 
but had been eminently successful on the court, where, probably be¬ 
cause of his liberal labor record and his refusal strictly to limit the 
legislative power, he had been returned in the Republican year of 1897 
by a rmiarkable popular vote. Parker had steadfastly refused to par¬ 
ticipate in inner party quarrels, and in 1896 and 1900, instead of 
joining the Gold Democrats, he had supported Bryan. His consistent 
refusal in 1903 and early 1904, because of his judicial office, to take any 
public position on the nomination or on political questions won public 
respect. When the New York State Democratic Convention in April, 
1904, pledged him its support, despite Tammany opposition, he be¬ 
came the national hope of conservative and eastern Democrats. 

By his attacks upon Cleveland as an ex-Democrat and upon party 
conservatism, Bryan made it known early that he was willing to run 
for the third time. But even Bryan’s western friends were not able to 
muster enough support to overcome the stigma of his two successive 
drfeats. The radicals widely acknowledged that the only hope for vic¬ 
tory lay in the person of the bizarre millionaire newspaper owner, 
William Randolph Hearst. Hearst’s public service consisted of a single 
term in Congress, during which he had rarely occupied his seat. Con- 
sequeutly, his record was most evident in his newspapers, which already 
dotted the country from New York to California. Everywhere the units 
of the Hearst chain were uniformly characterized by the same formulas 
of belligerent nationalism, bloody crime, and blatant sex, all presented 
with culminating paragraphs seeping with rectitude. Editorially the pa¬ 
pers were devoted to local crusading, real and fancied, together with 
an anticorporate, prolabor viewpoint. Also in question during Hearst’s 
campaign was his most unconventional private life, which the New 
York Post described as “a sewer laid open.” 

With such qualifications Hearst came to the convention supported 

22 New York Post, Quoted in Current Literature, XXXVI (1904), 382. 
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by the Pacific coast and much of the intermountain region. But despite 
Bryan s support he was defeated by Parker on the first ballot, 658 to 
200. The Democratic platform was a little more successful than the 
Republican document in refusing to meet the issues of the day, its 
most distinguished characteristic being an omission of any mention of 
the currency question. Parker, however, wired the convention that he 
believed the gold standard to be inalterably “established” and invited 
it to nominate another candidate if it did not agree with his views. 
Whereupon the convention added a gloss to the platform, stating that 
it saw nothing in the document that would not coincide with the can¬ 
didate’s views and prevent him from accepting the nomination.^^ 

The presidential campaign of 1904 was almost as dispirited as the 
two conventions. A careful, cautious, lackluster man, Parker won a 
certain respect from the public but scarcely enthusiastic devotion. Pos¬ 
sibly to distinguish himself from the peripatetic Bryan, he chose to stay 
at home during most of the campaign and make speeches only to visit- 
ing groups. Since the President by tradition was restrained from cam¬ 
paigning, the battle for the most part was fought out at long distance. 
And since both men were attempting to appear as conservatives, the 
issues advanced were not calculated to raise the public blood pressure. 
Parker did protest against “the rule of individual caprice,” the presi¬ 
dential usurpation of authority,” and the “aggrandizement of per¬ 
sonal power.” But his more positive proposals were so backward-look¬ 
ing, as for example his proposal to let the state legislatures and the 
common law develop a remedy for the trust problem, that the New 
York World characterized the campaign as a struggle of “conservative 
and comtitutional Democracy against radical and arbitrary Republi- 
cani^,” 24 Roosevelt, remarkably restrained, countered with an appeal 
for “the traditional Republican doctrines” that had worked so well for 
so long. Considermg the rising progressive spirit in the cities and the 
states, it was a strange campaign.^® 

Only in its last few weeks did the contest take on something of the air 
of a normal presidential canvass. On October 1 The New York Times 
charged that the Republican National Chairman, Gortelyou, had col¬ 
lected vast sums of money from large industrial trusts by methods al¬ 
most approaching blackmail and was using it virtually to purchase the 

of the Democratic National Convention 

(New York, 1904), p. 277. 

24 New York World, August 1, 1904. 

25 Mr. Roosevelt in a Safe and Sane Role,” Literary Digest, August 6, 1904 
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election. Parker on a short campaign trip took up the charge, and 
during October made “Cortelyouism” the leading issue of the contest. 
Cortelyou’s reply that the funds at the party’s disposal were not as 
large as those that McKinley had in 1896 or Cleveland in 1892 neither 
answered the charges nor satisfied Roosevelt. On November 4, just 
before the election, the President answered in a characteristic fashion. 
The statements made by Parker, Roosevelt heatedly declared, were 
“unqualifiedly and atrociously false.” This categorical statement was to 
trouble its author a good many times in the future. During the insur¬ 
ance investigation in 1905, again in 1907 during the Haniman con¬ 
troversy^ and later in 1912, it was unmistakably shown that large 
corporations or their executives had contributed a large portion of the 
more than $2 million the National Republican party had at its disposal 
in 1904. Moreover, it is practically certain that Roosevelt at the time 
knew a portion of the truth and suspected a good deal more. It is true 
that he peremptorily asked Gortelyou to return the $100,000 con¬ 
tributed by the Standard Oil Company, a request ignored by the party 
treasurer, Cornelius Bliss. He did so, however, only after the issue had 
been raised by a newspaper reporter. Significantly, he did not raise the 
issue of other corporation gifts with Gortelyou. And when in October 
he was informed that E. H. Haniman of the Union Pacific Railroad 
desired to make a “sizable contribution” to the New York State Repub¬ 
lican Campaign fund, Harriman was quickly invited to the White 
House. It was during the course of these Roosevelt-Harriman negotia¬ 
tions that the President wrote his much-regretted phrase, “Now my 
dear sir, you and I are practical men. . . But in November, 1904, 
Parker could not produce the proof for his charges, and Roosevelt’s 
righteous blast was enough to convince an already biased public in 
favor of the trust buster.^® 

More than a week before the election Roosevelt wrote to his son that 
he was practically sure of two hundred electoral votes and probably 
of thirty-eight more, one less than needed to elect. The odds, he said, 
seemed to be with him, but he would not grumble if things went wrong, 
since he had had “three good years.” Very early on election night it 
was obvious that the nation had voted him four more. The national 
Republican ticket had been astonishingly successful everywhere save 

^^The New York Times, November 5, 1904; Whitelaw Reid to Theodore 
Roosevelt, September 15, 1904, Roosevelt to Reid, September 16, 1904, 
Roosevelt to Harriman, October 10, 14, 1904, Roosevelt MSS. But see Mori- 
son, Roosevelt Letters, IV, 995—996, for a different interpretation. 
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in the South. Roosevelt had carried even West Virginia and Missouri 
on the border, and most of the old Bryan states in the trans-Missouri 
West. The combined Republican majority in the Senate and the House 
was the largest since the Civil War. The President was elated by “the 



"What are you doing here?” 

sweep ^d on election night issued the famous statement that he had 
pryared mentally some weeks before. The three and a half years he 
had already served, he stated, constituted his first term; and since he 
found the custom wise which limited the President to two terms, he 
would not ^am. “Under no circumstances,” the fateful statement 
concluded, will I be a candidate for or accept another nomination/’ 
The New York Times, November 10 , 1904. 






















CHAPTER 10 


The Orient and the World 


M onths before the presidential election of 1904, the United 
States was deeply involved in the Russo-Japanese War, the out¬ 
come of which, the government realized, would profoundly influence 
the future of the Orient. The quickening interest in the Far East 
flowed naturally from the imperialist spirit of 1898, the taking of the 
Philippines and Hawaii, and the intention to construct an isthmian 
canal. In 1900 Alfred Thayer Mahan published a volume of collected 
magazine articles entitled The Problem of Asia and Its Effect Upon 
International Policies, Arguing for an Anglo-American-Japanese 
understanding to balance Russia’s growing power in north China, 
Mahan took for granted that the United States would become a great 
Pacific and Asiatic power. Congratulating Mahan on his work, Vice- 
President Roosevelt entirely agreed with the need for Anglo-American 
naval co-operation in the Orient. As President, two years later, Roose¬ 
velt was even more expansive. “America’s geographical position on the 
Pacific,” he told a San Francisco audience, “is such as to insure our 
peaceful domination of its waters. . . Sometime later he wrote that 
the nation’s future would depend more on “our position on the Pacific 
facing China than on our position on the Atlantic facing Europe.” ^ 
When Roosevelt became President the nation was already deeply 
committed in East Asia. John Hay had expanded his Open Door policy 
from its original commercial objective to one of preserving the terri¬ 
torial integrity of China. In 1900 the nation had joined the inter- 

^ Roosevelt to Mahan, March 18, 1901, to Benjamin Ide Wheeler, June 17, 
1905, Roosevelt MSS.; The New York Times, May 14, 1903, 
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national military expedition to rescue the besieged foreign legations 
in Peking. By 1902 America’s economic stake in East Asia was large 
and rapidly expanding. Exports to Asia, where the largest customers 
were China and Japan, were approximately double those to South 
America. Among the more powerful private American groups inter¬ 
ested either in trade or investments in China were the Standard Oil 
Company and the American China Development Company, a railroad 
construction syndicate headed by J. P. Morgan, E. H. Harriman, and 
Jacob Schiff. 

The Chinese political situation was a complicated one. The corrupt 
and dying Manchu dynasty had neither the power to repulse Western 
European imperialism nor to stop the rise of a weak but growing revo¬ 
lutionary, nationalistic movement aimed at the destruction of both the 
existing government and constantly increasing foreign intervention. 
From the enfeebled Manchus the British had already seized the 
dominant economic power in the south, the Russians held parts of 
Manchuria, and Japan, repulsed on the Liaotung Peninsula in 1895 by 
a European concert, was recouping her loss in Korea. Germany and 
France, by the extraction of treaty ports, had also joined the race for 
Chinese trade and territory. Russian pressure on both Manchuria and 
Tibet was responsible for the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 1902. The 
rapidly growing grand alliances in Europe further confused the already 
complex rivalries. At times Roosevelt was tempted to use outright force 
in China to obstruct the gains of other powers and grab economic and 
possible territorial concessions for the United States. But his doubt 
that the American people would support an aggressive Asia policy and 
his fear of how the other European powers would react persuaded him 
to fall back on John Hay’s Open Door formulation, which sought to 
maintain Chinese territorial integrity and guarantee an equality of 
trade and investment opportunity there for all nations. Short of the 
application of force, such a policy, ensuring the continuance of Ameri¬ 
can commercial interests, could be maintained only by the balancing of 
power between the various other national contestants. 

Until 1902 Roosevelt was not worried about Russia’s threat to 
China. In the long run he was sure that no European power could 
contest Russia’s control of Asia. The day of the Slav was ‘‘far off,” but 
Russia’s refusal to honor its 1902 agreement with China by withdraw¬ 
ing its forces from Manchuria and its persistent efforts to close Man¬ 
churia to American trade changed his opinion. “I wish, in Manchuria, 
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to go the very limit I think our people will stand/’ he informed his 
Secretary of State^ John Hay. Keenly aware of what the American 
people would not stand, he turned to Great Britain and Japan as a 
counterpoise against Russian encroachment. Covertly the government 
and the press openly welcomed the Anglo-Japanese Alliance of 1902. 
It was ‘‘a shaft aimed at Russia/’ one New York journal announced; a 
treaty, a second declared, assuring the Open Door and thus agreeing 
with our policy. Throughout 1903, as Russia kept Chinese ports closed 
and resisted the establishment of American consulates in Manchuria, 
anti-Russian sentiment grew steadily in Washington and in the nation’s 
press. The “mendacity of the Russians” was something appalling, 
Roosevelt commented. The bad feature of the situation was “that as 
yet it seems we cannot fight to keep Manchuria open.” ^ 

In February, 1904, Japan did what Roosevelt wanted to do theo¬ 
retically but felt he could not—^attacked Russia by staging a torpedo- 
boat raid on the Russian fleet anchored at Port Arthur. This initial 
Japanese success was shortly followed by others on both land and sea. 
By the following summer the Japanese had practically destroyed Rus¬ 
sian naval strength in the Pacific and had won important land victories 
at Port Arthur and Mukden. Assailed by a revolution at home and 
confronted with the loss of Manchuria and a possible conquest of 
Siberia, the Gzarist government seemed to be tottering. 

It was no secret at the start of the war that American official and 
public sympathies lay with Japan. The danger existed, of course, that 
a Japanese victory would eventually result in a Manchuria exclusively 
dominated and exploited by Japan. But the President commented that 
in balancing “the certainty of immediate damage against the possibility 
of future damage,” he would have to prefer the latter. In most of his 
correspondence the President was far more pro-Japanese. Japan was 
“playing our game,” he told his son. He was pleased with the Japanese 
naval victories and wrote to his Secretary of State that the United 
States could possibly be of great service if Japan won the war by “pre¬ 
venting interference to rob her of the fruits of her victory.” So open 
was America’s stand, in fact, that at the beginning of the war con- 
tinenal papers took it for granted that an Anglo-American-Japanese 
“concord” existed and wondered whether the agreement was not of 

2 Roosevelt to John Hay, May 22, July 29, 1903, Roosevelt MSS. For a 
survey of American press opinion on the Anglo-Japanese Alliance, see Current 
Literature.XKKll (1902), 257. 
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a more fonnal kind. There appears to be no evidence, however, to 
support Roosevelt’s later statement that he warned both France and 
Germany that the United States would act if the two nations combined 
against Japan.® 

While American opinion at the start of the war was decidedly par¬ 
tial as Japan’s series of victories continued, serious questions were 
raised about her future intentions in the Orient. In June, 1905 a 
magazine edited by a confidant of the President carried two articles, 
one by J. Gordon Smith, called “Japan’s Closing the Open Door”; the 
other, by John Hays Hammond, an important Republican who had 
mimng interests in China and Korea, more ominously entitled “The 
Menace of Japan’s Success.” ^ Roosevelt had foreseen the possibility 
that the war might substitute one monopolistically inclined power for 
another in the Orient As early as March, 1904, he had voiced the 
rather wistful hope that Russia and Japan might fight on until both 
were exhausted. In that event the peace would not create “either a 
yellow peril or a Slav peril.” For the next fifteen months he repeatedly 
stated confidentially that he would be sorry to see Russia driven en¬ 
tirely out of East Asia. If Japan were thoroughly successful amd re¬ 
organized China, he observed to Spring-Rice, there would result “a 
real shifting of equilibrium as far as the white races are concerned.” ® 

Even before the war broke out the President had suggested media¬ 
tion to both sides, and he continued his efforts throu^out the summer 
of 1904 for a compromise agreement that would leave both powers 
facing each other with unimpaired strength. Since neither side was 
yet convinced that a complete victory was impossible, both refuse d his 
confidential suggestion. Then in an amazing series of adroit, complex, 
and supersecret moves, the President personally carried through his 
prcigram for a peace which would re-establish a balance of power in 
Chin^ A close personal friend of the President replaced the incumbent 
American ambassador at St. Petersburg. Roosevelt dealt directly with 
Japan through the friendly Japanese ambassador at Washington, 
Takahira, and through a Harvard classmate, Baron Kaneko. His per- 


“>„Spring-Rice, June 13, 1904,- to T. Roosevelt, Jr., February 10, 
19M; to John Hay, July 26, 1904, Roosevelt MSS. For a survey of Ar^can 
md tjontinental press opinion on the war, see Literary Digest, XXVIII (1904), 

* WorWs Work, X (1905), 6267. 

100 ?^“'"®^* to Sp^g-Rice, March 19, 1904, and to Whitelaw Reid, June 5, 
1905, Roosevelt MSS. ’ 
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sonal friends in the British and German diplomatic corps were also 
used when necessary. And without the knowledge of the Cabinet or 
Congress, or even most of the State Department, the President finally 
won consent from both powers to meet in a peace conference at Ports¬ 
mouth, New Hampshire. Aiding Roosevelt were some exceedingly 
fortunate circumstances. By the summer of 1905 Russia was dis¬ 
astrously defeated and was also faced by a revolution at home. Japan, 
on the other hand, as her Washington envoys revealed to Roosevelt, 
was at the point of financial collapse. But fortune is often a necessary 
ingredient for the success of such complicated maneuvers, and the 
favor of chance should not detract from Roosevelt’s outstanding 
achievement. As Professor Beale has shown, the Peace of Portsmouth 
resulted in good part from the President’s patient, tactful, brilliant 
diplomacy,® 

Before the opening of the Russo-Japanese War, Roosevelt had hoped 
the quarrel might be settled by granting Manchuria without Port 
Arthur to Russia, Korea to Japan, and a pledge from both to preserve 
the integrity of China and the Open Door throughout their newly won 
territory. The actual settlement at Portsmouth was even more favorable 
from America’s point of view. Port Arthur and the Russian-controlled 
railroads in Manchuria were turned over to Japan, as was the southern 
half of Sakhalin, Russia recognized Japan’s “predominant” interests in 
Korea, but Manchuria was left as a part of China where officially the 
nationals of all countries could trade and invest. Thus the Open Door 
was guaranteed in Manchuria. Russia was not liquidated as an Asiatic 
power and was left, in Roosevelt’s words, “face to face with Japan so 
that each may have a moderative action on the other.” ^ 

Until the last moment of the Portsmouth conference the Japanese 
had demanded a huge war indemnity which Russia refused to consider. 
In capitulating on the point, the Japanese government ran afoul of 
popular criticism at home, some of which was turned against Roosevelt 
and the United States as being partially responsible for the failure to 
secure the payment. The Japanese government, however, was quite 
content with American policy at Portsmouth because that policy also 
included American recognition of a Japanese Korea. By June, 1905, 

®Roosevelt to Lodge, June 5, 1905, Roosevelt MSS.; Howard Beale, 
Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of America to World Power (Baltimore, 
1956), pp. 272 ff. 

7 Roosevelt to Lodge, June 16, 1905, Roosevelt MSS. 
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sixty thousand Japanese soldiers were in Korea protecting a huge 
prewar commercial invasion of that ancient kingdom. On his way to 
the Philippines in the summer of 1905, Taft stopped at Tokyo, and in 
a conversation with the Japanese foreign minister vmofficially expressed 
his views that Far Eastern politics would be further stabilized if the 
United States recognized Japan’s right to take over Korea in return for 
a Japanese promise not to imperil the Philippines. Taft communicated 
his talks to both Roosevelt and Root, and on August 7 wrote to the 
Japanese Foreign Minister that he was empowered by the President 
“to confirm in every respect” the statements made by him in their 
conversation. In November, 1905, after Japan had indicated her desire 
officially to take over Korea, Secretary of State Root withdrew the 
American legation at Seoul. Despite the protests of Koreans in Wash¬ 
ington, including that of a young man by the name of Syngman Rhee, 
the United States refused to interfere, and Korea disappeared as a 
nation. As early as January, 1905, Roosevelt had decided that “we 
could not possibly interfere for the Koreans against Japan.” The Open 
Door in Asia, as he was later to point out, was a good policy as long as 
it could be maintained with something less than military force.* 

Far more disturbing to Japanese-American relations than the Jap¬ 
anese resentment over the war indemnity was the question of Oriental 
immigration to the West Coast. Congressional action in 1902 excluding 
Chinese laborers from entering the United States for an indefinite 
period, and continuing discrimination z^ainst even educated Chinese, 
had brought on a serious boycott of American goods in China. The 
President agreed that Chinese coolie labor should b(‘ barred from the 
country, but he felt “everything should be done to encourage [the 
coming of] Chinese businessmen and students.” Therefore, while in¬ 
creasing pressure was put on the Chinese government to order off the 
boycott, the administration sought to eliminate the discourtesies 
afforded to Chinese travelers and students. When, however, the Chinese 
government proved itself reluctant to proceed in the face of the im- 
pre^ive popular demonstration, Roosevelt talked for a time of a 
imhtary expedition against Canton, suggesting to Taft that fifteen 
Aousand troops be used in the attempt to gadn “equal rights for Ameri¬ 
cans within China.” Fortunately, the boycott movement weakened, and 


* Taft to Roosevelt, July 31, 1905, to Count Katsum. August 7, 1905, Taft 
MSS., Roosevelt to John Hay, January 28, 1905, Roosevelt MSS. 
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the quarrel tended to be overshadowed by the far more heated dispute 
with Japan.® 

The Japanese problem on the West Coast was a relatively recent one. 
In 1890 only some 2,000 Japanese lived in California. Ten years later 
there were 24,000. In January of 1900 the governor of California 
referred publicly to the ''Jafsxiest menace,” and in August of the same 
year the State Department concluded an agreement with Japan 
whereby the Tokyo government promised not to grant passports to 
Japanese laborers seeking to emigrate to the United States. The 
Japanese immigration to Hawaii, Mexico, and Canada continued, how¬ 
ever, and the illegal sale of passports in Japan helped to swell the 
Japanese population on the West Coast. In 1904 a San Francisco 
newspaper printed a series of inflammatory articles on the Japanese 
influx; the following year a Japanese and Korean exclusion league was 
organized in California. During 1905 the California legislature debated 
an all-inclusive Oriental exclusion bill, and on October 11, 1906, the 
San Francisco School Board placed all Japanese, Chinese, and Korean 
children in a segregated school. The following year anti-Oriental riots 
occurred all along the West Coast from Vancouver, Canada, to Los 
Angeles.^® 

The Japanese pride, increased by the recent victory over Russia— 
incidentally, the first Oriental triumph over the white race in modern 
times—^was touched to the quick by this continued insult. After a sharp 
Japanese protest at the School Board action, Roosevelt promised that 
he would try to remedy matters, at the same time pointing out the 
dijificulties placed in his way by the federal structure of the United 
States. The President acted quickly. He proposed naturalizing all 
Japanese then in the United States. He sent a Cabinet member from 
California to intercede with the state legislature and personally com¬ 
municated with both the governor and members of the San Francisco 
School Board. Meanwhile he had instructed the American ambassador 
in Tokyo to assure the Japanese government that the United States 
had not “the slightest sympathy with the outrageous agitation against 
the Japanese. . . 

^Roosevelt to Cortelyou, January 25, 1904; to Victor H. Metcalf, June 16, 
1905; and to Taft, January 11, 1906, Roosevelt MSS. 

See Thomas A. Bailey, Theodore Roosevelt and the Japanese American 
Crisis (Palo Alto, 1934), for the bast account of the controversy. 

Oscar S. Straus, *‘Diary*’ (manuscript), March 23, September 10, 1907; 
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Roosevelt was indeed angry at the CaHfomians. While perceiving 
the reasons for organized labor’s objections to free immigration, he 
found the discrimination against Japanese residents and the use of 
force against them incomprehensible. He served notice on the “idiots 
of Ae California legislature’^ that he would use force to ensure the 
basic rights of all Americans, and angrily told Root that refusing to 
retrain any Japanese immigration would treat the San Franciscans 
just as they deserve.” But he also observed that this would not settle 
^^ve problem, which he was afraid might drift to a crisis. The 
Hearst newspapers and some of the lesser incendiary sheets were 
already mentioning a possible war against Japan. Roosevelt’s first 
thought was to pass a national immigration law barring the entrance of 
all common laborers of any nationality. When Congressional opposition 
made that impossible, he proposed a mutual Japanese-American treaty 
barring the passage of workingmen both ways. A partial solution was 
finally worked out by another visit of Taft to Tokyo and by a series 
of notes from Secretary of State Root. Japan, Taft cabled Root, was 
willing to make almost any concession except “one which would admit 
the inequality of the Japanese people with the other peoples of the 
world. By the so-called Gentlemen’s Agreement, specifically not digni¬ 
fied by a formal treaty, both governments consented to stop all un¬ 
wanted traffic between the two countries. 

At the height of the tension over the West Coast immigration prob¬ 
lem a good raany people were predicting an American-Japanese war. 
Senator Perkins of California argued that the conflict between the 
“two irreconcilable races” was inevitable, and Captain Richard Hob¬ 
son of Spanish-American War fame predicted that when the war broke 
out Japan would take both the Phiflppines and Hawaii. In Japan the 
opposition party in the Diet was likewise talking about war. But per- 
Imps this was more for domestic politics than it was to influence na¬ 
tional policy. An American survey made in 1907 reported that the 
Jap^ese press was far less belflgerent than its American counterpart.^ 
Pr^ident Roosevelt himself was apparently worried about the possi¬ 
bilities of a conflict in the spring and early summer of 1907. He spoke 
to Taft of the obvious “Japanese intention to force a war with us”; 


Ro^evelt to George Keenan May 6, 1905, to Lloyd C. Griscom, July 15, 
1905, and to James N. Gilfctt, March 9, 1907, Roosevelt MSS 
i^Roosevdt to Root, March 10, 1907, Root MSS.; Taft to Roosevelt, 
October 5, 1907, and to Root, October 18, 1907, Taft MSS 
“Literary Digest, XXXIV (1907), 193, 283; XXXV (1907) 598 
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reported to Root that German, English, and French authorities all 
thought that the Japanese would resort to arms; and was particularly 
despondent over the fate of the Philippines. Roosevelt could not see 
that the Philippines were of any physical value to the nation then or 
in the future. Instead, they were ‘‘our heel of Achilles,” the one 
element that made the current situation with Japan dangerous. Under¬ 
lining Roosevelt’s deep pessimism was his remark that the United 
States should be prepared to give the Philippines independence at a 
very early moment. He would be glad to see the islands made inde¬ 
pendent with “an international guarantee,” because he would “rather 
see this nation fight all of her life than to see her give up to Japan or 
any other nation under duress.” 

Just how much these expressions of pessimism reflected Roosevelt’s 
considered view of Japanese-American relations is problematical. Both 
Root and Taft felt that there was no likelihood of war, a view which 
Taft confirmed when he stopped in Japan in October. He was given 
a remarkable reception, he wrote, and was “feted all over the place.” 
Throughout 1907 Roosevelt was worried about Congressional dis¬ 
inclination to support the naval building program that he felt neces¬ 
sary for the future security of the country. Roosevelt may have been 
emphasizing the diiBBculties with Japan for its effect upon Congress. If 
he did believe that war was likely, then his own secret plans, made in 
the summer of 1907, to sail the American battle fleet around the 
world are almost incomprehensible. Had Japan attacked the fleet in 
Tokyo Bay without warning as it had the Russian fleet, or had it 
attacked the Philippines and Hawaii while the fleet was in the Med¬ 
iterranean, the advantage would have been all Japan’s. Roosevelt’s 
naval beau geste might then have proved to be one of the more dis¬ 
astrous moves in the history of naval warfare. As it turned out, the 
fleet was received in Japan with warm welcome, and relations between 
the two countries improved remarkably.^® 

A month after Taft’s Tokyo visit the Japanese ambassador in Wash¬ 
ington approached the President with a proposal for a common dec¬ 
laration of friendly intent and co-operation. Out of this conversation 
grew the Root-Takahira agreement of November, 1908. By the agree¬ 
ment both nations promised to support the status quo in the Pacific, 

Roosevelt to Root, July 26, 1907, and to Taft, August 21, 1907; Taft to 
Roosevelt, August 26, 1907, Roosevelt MSS. 

Taft to Roosevelt, October 4, 1907, and to Charles P. Taft, October 10, 
1907, Taft MSS.; Roosevelt to Root, July 13, 1907, Roosevelt MSS. 
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respect each other’s territory^ observe the Open Door in China, and 
protect Chinese territorial integrity. If documents can accomplish such 
things, the Root-Takahira agreement should have answered practically 
every doubt the United States had about Japanese expansion in the 
Pacific. But simultaneously with the final negotiation of the Root- 
Takahira agreement, Roosevelt, in quest of two more battleships from 
Congress, was eager to spread the word of Japan’s belligerent attitude. 
Temporarily the agreement was played down and the existing tensions 
emphasized. As Professor Morison suggests, he “manufactured” another 
war scare with Japan and obtained his coveted ships.^® 

Roosevelt’s “balance of power” in East Asia was not too successful 
in stimulating American commercial interests there. A number of 
causes led to the disappointing condition. One was the disinclination 
of American capitalists to risk large stakes in the uncertain area. Even 
before the end of the Russo-Japanese War the American China De¬ 
velopment Company had its concession to construct a Oanton-Hankow 
railroad canceled by the Manchu government. Despite Roosevelt’s 
pledge to J, P. Morgan that the government would “stand by” the 
company and do all in its power to see that it suflfered no wrong, 
Morgan was reluctant to enter into a struggle with the Chinese govern¬ 
ment and finally gave up the concession. A part of Morgan’s disinterest 
may have resulted from the attitude of the new Secretary of State, 
Elihu Root. Cautious and conciliatory, Root was never happy with too 
close a connection between the government and coi^)orations operating 
in foreign areas. He was opposed to government officials using the 
political power of the United States to obtain contracts for private 
business. The United States, he wrote, “expects its agents to be scrupu¬ 
lous m avoiding any appearance of soliciting favors for Americans or 
American corporations.” 

But the major reason for the lack of business success under the 
Roosevelt Asiatic balance was that the balance did not exist very long. 
In 1907 and again in 1910 Japan and Russia came to an understanding 
blessed by their alliance partner, Great Britain, who undertook to 
divide between them most of Nordi China, Mongolia and Korea, from 
which spheres of influence they hoped to exclude the nationals of all 
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Other nations. It is not remarkable that in both Korea and Manchuria 
American business was soon complaining that there was less respect for 
the Open Door than had existed before the Russo-Japanese War.^® To a 
Russian claim that railroad control in ^Manchuria conveyed sovereignty 
of the territory the road served, Root strongly objected and wished that 
Britain might soften the attitude of both Russia and Japan with a mild 
word. Mildly or otherwise, the British word was never spoken to her 
two alliance partners. While Root maintained that we did not intend 
to ^ve up “our treaty rights” in China, he also was emphatic that this 
nation did not want to be “a protagonist in a controversy in China 
with Russia and Japan or with either of them.” The difficulty was that 
to maintain the one the nation had to be the other. With the Roose¬ 
velt Asiatic balance of power destroyed, there was nothing left with 
which to counter Japan and Russia but power, and that the American 
people, as the State Department knew, were loath to use. The paradox 
was to dog American policy in the Orient for the next thirty years. 

The President’s handling of the Japanese crisis of 1907 indicated a 
softening of the berserker spirit that had at times dominated the man 
in his earlier years. Nowhere is this better indicated than in his efforts 
to promote arbitral agreements with other nations. From Roosevelt’s 
actions in Panama it might appear as if he were scarcely the person to 
support arbitration. But Roosevelt’s definition of what was arbitral 
always excluded the nation’s vital interest. He would, of course, have 
put Panama in that category. Previous to 1905 Secretary Hay had 
negotiated arbitration treaties with nine foreign countries, treaties 
which called for a special executive agreement before proposed arbitral 
procedure could be put into effect. The understandings permitted the 
President to initiate arbitration without the consent of the Senate. 
When the treaties were considered by the Senate, however, that body 
substituted “special treaties” for “special agreement,” thus requiring 
Senate action before every case of arbitration. Roosevelt was beside 
himself with this display of senatorial prerogative. The treaties, he 
wrote sharply to his friend Lodge, were now nothing but a “sham.” 
If the Senate refused to take this “very short but real step” toward 
settling international disagreements in a legal fashion, he preferred to 
recall the treaties and make it known to the country that the Senate 

Literary Digest, XXXIII (1906), 252; John Hays Hammond to Taft, 
May 6, 1908, Taft MSS. 

i»Root to Whitelaw Reid, May 22, July 31, 1908, Root MSS. 
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was "‘hostile to arbitration/’ The 1905 treaties were dropped. But three 
years later Root^ getting senatorial approval before he negotiated, 
signed such instruments with twenty-four nations. The treaties, relating 
to all matters except “the honor, independence, and vital interests” of 
the contracting nations, were to be operative only if two-thirds of the 
Senate agreed to a special treaty concerning the specific dispute.^® 
The Roosevelt administration was also interested in furthering the 
cause of arbitration at the Second Hague Conference, the American 
delegates being instructed to work for a model arbitration treaty and 
the conversion of the international panel of judges set up by the first 
conference into something approximating a permanent international 
court of justice. Both objectives failed of achievement, as did a third 
American proposal to grant immunity to private property on the sea 
in time of war. The President’s chief interest was in naval armament 
limitation. In 1906 Great Britain unquestionably possessed the strong¬ 
est navy in the world, and the United States, perhaps, the next. 
Roosevelt did not wish to diminish either Britain’s or America’s 
strength in ratio to that of other powers. By that time the British 
were developing the dreadnought class of capital ships which threat¬ 
ened to antiquate all existing battleships. If Roosevelt’s proposal to 
freeze the navies at their existing strength and also freeze the size of 
ships had been accepted, the relative Anglo-American strength would 
have been maintained without an increase in the American naval ap¬ 
propriations. Since Germany, Russia, Austria-Hungary, and Italy were 
all opposed to the principle and the British were only “lukewarm,” 
the plan was doomed. Thereafter, Roosevelt rapidly lost interest in 
the Hague Conference, in part because of the failure on naval limita¬ 
tions, in part because he had become engrossed in the much more por¬ 
tentous Moroccan affair.^^ 


By 1905 competition between France and Germany for commercial 
and political dominance in Morocco brought Europe to the edge of 
war, a war which Roosevelt later said “would probably have extended 
to take in a considerable portion of the world.” In 1880 fourteen na¬ 
tions, including the United States, had signed the Madrid Convention, 


20 Roosevelt to Lodge, June 6, 1905, Roosevelt MSS.; Richard Leopold, 
Mthu Root and the Conservative Tradition (Boston, 1954) p 57 
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which, g’uaraiiteeci all the signatories an equality of commercial oppor- 
tunity in the backward country. After 1900 France, by a series of 
secret treaties with Italy, Spain, and Great Britain, prepared the way 
diplomatically for French hegemony, and in 1904 the French govern¬ 
ment announced its intention to intervene in Morocco’s political life. 
This brought an immediate response from Germany in the form of a 
defiant speech from the German Emperor at Tangiers in March, 1905, 
a gesture culminating in a German demand for an international con¬ 
ference to settle the fate of Morocco. Tensions grew rapidly as the 
French Foreign Office refused to consider a meeting, and Europe 
was on the brink of a major catastrophe.^^ 

this juncture the German Kaiser appealed to Roosevelt, asking 
him first to support the Open Door in Morocco and second to per¬ 
suade Great Britain to cease her support of the alliance partner, 
France. At first the President declined to intervene in the affair, citing 
America’s negligible interests in Morocco and the known antipathy of 
Congress to any European political adventure. He did not care to take 
sides between France and Germany, he wrote Taft, who was acting in 
his stead during April and May while Roosevelt was on vacation. “We 
have other fish to fry and we have no real interest in Morocco.” As the 
international tension grew to the point where the press on both sides of 
the Atlantic was by the middle of May freely predicting a war, 
Roosevelt reversed his position. He first instructed Taft to talk to Great 
Britain about the affair and then, cutting short a Rocky Mountain 
vacation, he took over the negotiations himself. Thereafter, in a series 
of extremely secret and delicate moves he persuaded both sides of the 
controversy to meet in a conference to which the United States would 
be a party, scheduled to open at Algeciras, Spain, on January 16, 1906. 
Aiding Roosevelt in securing agreement to the conference was the 
Kaiser’s alleged promise as conveyed by the German ambassador at 
Washington that in case of a serious disagreement at the meeting he 
would abide by what Roosevelt thought was practicable and fair. It is 
reasonable to suppose that the French knew about the German 
promise; they certainly were aware of Roosevelt’s basic prejudice 
in their favor. A short time after the conclusion of the negotiations 
Roosevelt wrote that whereas von Sternberg, the German ambassador, 
had simply acted as the “mouthpiece” of the Kaiser, he and Jusserand, 
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the French ambassador, had been able to go over the whole matter and 
had finally worked out an entirely satisfactory conclusion.®^ 

On August 23, 1905, Roosevelt told Henry White, the American 
delegate to the coming conference, that while he wanted to remain on 
good terms with Germany Ms sympathies had **at bottom” been with 
France, and he supposed they would remain so. Just a short time be¬ 
fore the President had observed that he wanted “to stand by France” 
but at the same time “keep on fairly good terms with Germany.” This 
thinly veiled partiality was carried into the conference itself. In Root’s 
opening instructions to White he admitted that American interests in 
Morocco were “very general” White was instructed to concern himself 
with the plight of the Jews in Morocco, as the American Jewish com¬ 
munity was then “much excited” over the anti-Semitism in Russia. He 
was also directed to prevent any “discrimination against American 
trade.” But America’s interests at Algeciras were not in Moroccan 
affairs; rather, they centered in the European national power pattern. 
In a letter to Joseph H. Choate, Roosevelt had disclaimed any preju¬ 
dice in the immediate quarrel between France and Germany, “save 
the interest of trying to keep matters on an even keel in Europe ” In 
Root’s instructions to White, however, it was obvious that to America 
the “even keel” meant the continuance of the Anglo-French Entente. 
White was instnicted to keep on friendly terms with Germany. But 
Root added, “we regard as a favorable condition for the peace of the 
world and, therefore, the best interests of the United States, the con¬ 
tinued entente cordiale between France and England, and we do not 
wish to contribute towards any estrangement between these two 
countries.” 

White did not disobey his instructions at Algeciras. Throughout the 
conference America’s vote on most crucial issues was steadily cast with 
the French and the British. The President himself played an important 
part in the decisive matter of policing Morocco by n'calling to William 
II his alleged promise to abide by Roosevelt’s dixmon on cont<\sted 
matters, and by proposing a plan to police Morocco, which was essen¬ 
tially the one adopted. The President’s policy at Algecaras lielped 
France win a major diplomatic victory at Germany’s expenses and cx- 
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treme discomfort. It also contributed to the closing of the Open Door 
in Morocco and it may have delayed the opening of the First World 
War by a matter of some nine years.®® 

As was expected, the announcement of the government’s intention to 
participate in the Algeciras Conference brought on a storm of criticism 
from both Congress and the press. American political interest in 
Morocco was nil and her economic concern not much larger, it was 
asserted. Roosevelt s decision to intervene was a case of international 
“meddling” at a most dangerous time, since the chances for war, if 
the conference was not successful, were great. The Democratic minority 
in the Senate pointed out that Roosevelt’s actions violated the long¬ 
standing American diplomatic position of isolation from Europe’s 
political quarrels; charged the President with trying to be a “World 
Caesar” at the expense of American security; and demanded that 
the Chief Executive produce the diplomatic papers leading up to 
America’s participation in the conference. In defense of the President, 
The New York Times and the Senate majority, led by Lodge, argued 
that intervention at Algeciras had simply thrown America’s moral 
weight on the side of peace and had not constituted a break with the 
traditional policy of isolation. The Senate ratified the agreement with 
the proviso that the United States was under no obligation to enforce 
its provisions.®® 

Despite the disclaimer of everyone connected with the Algeciras 
intervention that the action in no way violated the nation’s isolation, 
the episode was eloquent testimony to Roosevelt’s growing apprecia¬ 
tion that the frontiers of twentieth-century American security often lay 
along the Yangtse and the Rhine, at Algeciras and Rome and Paris, 
and in a host of other places, some of them unknown or obscure even 
to members of Congress. The Algeciras affair also highlighted the 
growth of another very important development, the increasingly close 
Anglo-American understanding which was to become one of the 
dominating factors of world politics for the next half-century at least. 

Like most Anglo-Saxon institutions, the Anglo-American agreement 
was not born of formal protocol or nourished by precisely stated ob¬ 
ligations and privileges; it just grew from the soil of a common past 
and, more often than not, common purposes. In such fertile earth the 
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immediate seed was first planted perhaps by Great Bri tain during the 
Spanish-American War. British indulgence in the Hay-Pauncefote 
negotiations, the amicable conclusion of the Canadian boundary dis¬ 
pute, and the obvious understanding in the Caribbean furthered the 
development. The growing threat of Germany and the increasing 
American comprehension of the part British sea power had played in 
the protection of the Western Hemisphere constrained both nations to 
focus less on the inevitable small irritants and more on the mutual 
benefits of co-operation. Secretary of State Hay was unque.stionably an 
unregenerate Anglophile. With far less intensity, so were Root and 
Taft. One can trace Roosevelt’s growing appreciation of Britain in his 
correspondence. In contrast to his belUgerent anti-British days of 
1895, he wrote to an English friend in 1901: “Fundamentally our two 
nations are very much alike.” “In keeping ready for a possible war,” he 
observed in 1905, “I never even take into account war with England. 
I treat it as out of the question.” By 1911 he was to remark, apropos 
of Taft’s arbitration treaties, that the only country with which he 
would be willing to sign a total arbitration agreement was Great 
Britain.*^ So closely were the two nations co-operating by 1905 that 
Sir Charles Dilke proposed a formal alliance, a proposal that won 
immediate assent on this side of the water from the choleric New 
York Sun. It is interesting to note that London furnished Roosevelt a 
draft of the Anglo-Japanese treaty of the same year before the agree¬ 
ment was operative. At the same time, Kokumin, the recognized Jap¬ 
anese government organ, in summarizing the Taft talks about Korea, 
said they amounted to a United States-Anglo-Japanese Alliance and 
predicted that the United States would join the existing alliance 
formally in the immediate future. Roosevelt’s Algeciras venture helped 
to cement the understanding by showing that the rewards of co¬ 
operation could flow both ways. Congress and the American people, 
of course, would never have agreed to a formal alliance. Roosevelt and 
Root understood as much and gave up the formalities for the sub¬ 
stance. In forsaking the principle of isolation and in steadfastly sup¬ 
porting the Anglo-French Entente, the American policy makers at 
Algeciras were reaching out to the future when twice the power of the 
New World was to move to redress the balance of the Old.^” 
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CHAPTER 11 


Roosevelt: The Final Years 


J UST before his inauguration, March 4, 1905, Theodore Roosevelt 
was alleged to have said: “Tomorrow I shall come into my office 
in my own right. Then watch out for me.” Somehow the words do not 
ring quite true. Authentic or not, Roosevelt had been acting in their 
spirit since his victory of November, 1904, and he would continue to 
do so throughout his second term. His message to Congress in Decem¬ 
ber, 1904, was significantly without most of the equivocations of the 
past. Over half the document was given over to proposals for new 
economic and social legislation. Among the measures devoted to labor 
were an employers’ liability act for federal employees and federal con¬ 
tractors, a limitation of the working hours for railroad labor, and the 
required institution of safety devices throughout the nation’s railroad 
network. Turning to the relations between society and corporations, 
the President listed many of the well-known corporate abuses, adding 
at the end that it was “an absurdity” to expect to eliminate such abuse 
through state action. As remedial measures he proposed that Congress 
grant the Interstate Commerce Commission power to establish reason¬ 
able railroad rates once existing schedules were challenged by shippers, 
that a forthcoming proposal of the Bureau of Corporations to license 
all interstate business be passed, and that the insurance business be 
placed under the investigative powers of the Bureau. Arguing that the 
District of Columbia should be made into a model of social welfare 
practices as a guide for state action in spheres where the federal power 
did not reach, the President called for the enactment of child labor, 
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compulsory school attendance, factory inspection, slum clearance, and 
juvenile court legislation.^ 

Roosevelt also included in the message calls for a statehood measure 
for the southwestern territories of Oklahoma, New Mexico, and 
Arizona, and the reduction of the tariff on Philippine products. He was 
earnestly to support all of these measures, but his heart was foremost 
with the railroad rate bill. The railroads had been a prime target for 
reformers since the Granger days. Their inherently monopolistic char¬ 
acteristics, their exceedingly dubious financial record, their near con¬ 
trol of politics in many cities and states, and their abiding inclination 
to flaunt the law had increasingly cost them the support of reformers 
and conservatives alike. Since the 1890*s, moreover, the consolidation 
movement which culminated in five large corporate groups controlling 
a great part of the nation’s total railroad mileage had increased their 
monopolistic aspects. By 1905 the Interstate Commerce Commission 
had had its power so shorn by the Supreme Court that it was not 
much more than a statistical bureau. Despite the energetic attempt of 
the Roosevelt administration to enforce the anti-rebate act—by 1904 
some fifty-nine suits had been instituted—rebating went merrily on.^ 
Writing anonymously, one executive of a laige railroad chaiged that 
the violation of the anti-rebate law was ‘^open and notorious” and 
estimated that if the rebates granted by American railroads in one 
year were collected they would increase the total revenues of the roads 
by a figure approximating 15 per cent.® 

By 1905 railroad rate regulation had become a major issue over the 
nation. In the Middle West the rise of the state reform movement had 
given a new intensity to the section’s old antirailroad bias. Governors 
La Follette in Wisconsin, Cummins in Iowa, and Johnson in Minne¬ 
sota, already successful in intrastate regulation, united in a petition 
to the President for the effective regulation of interstate rates. An 
interstate commerce convention meeting in St. Louis asked Congress 
for similar action. These sentiments, according to one survey, were 
supported by a great majority of the Republican newspapers through¬ 
out the whole region from Illinois to the Rocky Mountains. In the 
South both the old Jeffersonian wing of the party and the new rising 
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leaders appealing to the poor-white elements were anticorporation by 
faith. Even some of the more intelligently conservative elements in the 
East agreed that the time for federal regulation had come. Supporting 
the railroad concentration movement as necessary for eJfficiency, the 
Wall Street Journal declared that sooner or later in the interests of the 
public welfare the railroads would “have to surrender their ratemaking 
power to the government.” In December, 1904, the most conservatively 
inclined Attorney General, Philander C. Knox, advised the President 
that regulation was “inevitable.” Roosevelt, never one to delay the 
inevitable, especially when it was supported by what looked like a 
majority of the country, demanded action.'^ 

In response to Roosevelt’s request a number of regulatory measures 
were introduced in the House, including the presidentially blessed 
Hepburn Bill. But the Hepburn measure, providing for a new com¬ 
merce court, lost out to the more stringent Esch-Townshend bill, which 
was passed by an amazing bipartisan vote of 326 to 17. The measure 
was given a different reception in the Senate. There the Committee on 
Interstate Commerce conducted long public hearings, mostly given 
over to the opposing testimony of railroad executives. Although the 
four conservative Republican members of the committee were not able 
to win over a western Republican-Democratic coalition, they did 
manage to waste enough time to kill consideration of the bill before 
the summer recess. Meanwhile the railroads had launched a nation¬ 
wide publicity campaign against both the Esch-Townshend bill and 
the principle of rate regulation.® 

None of the President’s recommendations was given much considera¬ 
tion in the 1905 congressional sessions. By the end of the short session 
Congress had succeeded in passing a pork-barrel rivers and harbors bill 
and a measure to pay members of the House expenses to and from their 
homes during the “constructive recess” between sessions, a recess that 
actually lasted for a few hours at the most. By summer vacation time 
little more of national import had been accomplished. The session, one 
newspaper wryly observed, “was not a brilliant one” and distinguished 
only by the ingenious activities of the “pickpockets” in the House.® 

The President tried desperately to inspire action from a lethargic 
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Congress. Immediately after the election in November he had talked 
freely about an attempt to revise the tariff, and actually proposed call- 
ing an extra session for the purpose of tariff revision to Speaker 
Cannon. But after a good many conferences he admitted defeat. To 
Nicholas Murray Butler, whom he had previously written that he had 
started his ‘^campaigning to revise the tariff,” he now confessed that an 
immediate revision was not possible/ As Professor Blum has pointed 
out, Roosevelt may have been using the tariff issue as trading goods. 
He certainly capitulated to Gannon’s high-tariff views in January, 
1905. It is also remarkable that Cannon, standpatter that he was, did 
not oppose either the Esch-Townshend rate bill nor the Hepburn bill 
of the following year. Still, the President never gave up entirely on the 
tariff issue. From time to time during the next three years he proposed 
the possibility of tariff revision, though he was always more optimistic 
about revision in his letters to the standpatters than he was to the pro¬ 
ponents of reduction. Thus on August 15, 1906, he wrote to Cannon 
that while he beHeved in protection, he stood ready to revise any 
schedule or the whole rate structure when the need for it arose. Yet 
only one week later he told Senator Beveridge he sympathized with his 
revisionist views, but did not see how a reduction could be accom¬ 
plished “just at this time.” Even if the President’s lack of any real 
interest in the custom rates is taken into account, his occasional thrusts 
at the conservatives seem to be more in the nature of counterpunching 
than of shadowboxing.® 

The President threatened to call an extra session of Congress if 
^Iroad legislation was not passed in 1905. Neither the possible tariff 
bargain nor the threat of an rartra session, however, seemed to in- 
timdate the Senate. The White House was already having trouble 
with the upper house over the Dominican treaty, and when it showed 
no inclination to act on the rate bill Roosevelt’s ire arose. Men of the 
mind of Spooner, Hale, and Foraker, he wrote a friend, were “a 
curse” and he suggested to another that he would be glad to lend to 
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the Russian government several eminent statesmen if they could 
guarantee to place them where a bomb was most likely to go off. The 
President left the capital during April and May for a long vacation 
in the West, and it was whispered around Washington that he had 
backed up on the subject of rate regulation. A blast from Chicago put 
the country right. Speaking before the Iroquois Republican Club, 
Roosevelt went all the way toward a rate-making commission. He now 
demanded that the I.C.G. have “ironclad powers” to set rates, which 
were to be suspendable by the courts only if they could be proved 
confiscatory.® 

During the following summer and fall the President said very little 
about railroad or any other type of regulation. But his December 
message to Congress shattered the calm. On rate-making powers he re¬ 
treated somewhat to his previous position; nevertheless he insisted that 
the services of railroads and private-car lines be afforded to all on an 
equal basis at “reasonable and just rates.” To that he added a demand 
that railroads be prevented from giving any favors to anyone, including 
the issuance of free tickets and passes. More importantly, he suggested 
that the books of railroad corporations be opened to inspection by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission. This revolutionary suggestion was 
just the start of a series of unusual proposals. Discussing the relations 
of business and government, the President remarked that the fortunes 
of the great corporations had become “so great” and their power “so 
vast” that effective public supervision of their corporate use was now 
a necessity. The great social evil of large interstate industry was that 
it was a subject “without a sovereign.” The time had come “to 
assert the sovereignty of the National Government by affirmative 
action.” To do so railroad rates should be equalized and justified, the 
overcapitalization of corporations stopped, interstate insurance trans¬ 
actions supervised and regulated by the Bureau of Corporations, 
corporations prohibited from contributing to political campaigns, and 
the interstate shipment of misbranded and adulterated foods regulated, 
if not suppressed. Turning to labor and society in general, the Presi¬ 
dent reiterated his legislative requests in his previous message and 
added other demands calculated to curl the hair of industrialists. Dur¬ 
ing every great labor disturbance, Roosevelt declared, there were three 
interested parties: the employer, the employee, and the “general 
public.” In the interest of protecting all three the President recom- 
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mended that every strike involving interstate commerce be “investi¬ 
gated by the Government and the facts officially reported to the 
public.” In issuing labor injunctions, some judges had “misused” 
their power, Roosevelt admitted, a misuse that promoted requests 
for the abolition of the injunction. Such a total limitation of the equity 
powers of the courts would be unwise, the President believed. The 
remedy was to “regulate the procedure” by which labor injunctions 
were granted. 

Three of the most cherished powers of private business had been 
the right to set its own prices for services, the right to maintain its 
books and records in secrecy, and the right to negotiate with labor with¬ 
out interference by a third party. The President’s 1905 message chal¬ 
lenged the exclusiveness of all these rights and proposed their severe 
limitations. The reaction of the press to the challenge was instanta¬ 
neous and violent. The message was “the most amazing progrsun of 
centralization” ever proposed, declared one newspaper. It was a call 
for the regulation of every social evil, a second stated, an attempt, said 
a third, to “subvert the American tradition.” Subsequently ex-Governor 
Odell of New York charged the President with trying to wreck the 
Republican party, and Senator Spooner in a public speech accused 
him of attempting to abolish the states.” 

The President still had other arrows for his bow pointed at the 
railroads. During the fall of 1905 and the following winter the At¬ 
torney General was suspiciously active in launching suit.s against rail¬ 
roads and other corporate groups for the' giving and receiving of 
rebates. The Chicago and Alton, the Gnait North<‘rn, and the Burling, 
ton were indicted during December, and then, in the following 
March while the railroad debate still went on, tlu* greatest combination 
of them all, the Standard Oil Company, felt the heavy hand of a sud¬ 
denly zealous government. Transmitting the nqtort of th(‘ Btireau of 
Corporations on the oil company to Congrtiss, Roosevedt <leclarc!d that 
the record showed the company had profited “<‘nf»rmously” from 
secret rail rates. Implicated also in the rebate scandal w(‘r<! the packing 
trust, the sugar trust, and the New York Central Railroad. Coincident 
to these public revelations wjis the publication of a scu’ies of popular 
magazine articles attacking the railroads and the K'calcitrant conserva- 
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lives in the Senate who supported them. Among the authors of the 
articles were Henry Beech Needham, Ray Stannard Baker, and Walter 
Hines Page, all intimates of the President. **]V[uch of the railroad busi¬ 
ness,” Page declared in summary, “was dishonestly conducted.” “ 

By the opening of Congress it appeared as if the railroads were 
ready to cry quits. In December the presidents of the Pennsylvania, the 
Reading, and the New York Central railroads announced that on 
January 1 no free passes would be issued to public servants, shippers, 
or to anyone else save their own employees. About the same time Taft 
reported to his brother on a confidential talk he had had with the 
president of the Rock Island road. This executive had admitted that 
the senators he had counted on for “allegiance,” while still opposed 
to the bill, were yielding, since the President had so “roused the people 
that it was impossible for them to stand against the popular demand.*^ 
Therefore he was in favor of a “compromise with the President.” 
Roosevelt, Taft added, was also in favor of a compromise, provided 
his principles were accepted.^® 

Subsequently the railroad rate bill went sailing along in the House. 
The Hepburn bill was reported by a unanimous vote of the House 
Committee, and within a month had been passed with only seven votes 
cast in the negative. Its main provision, granting the Commission 
power to set reasonable rates on complaint of a shipper, the rates to 
go into effect after thirty days but subject to court review, was ac¬ 
ceptable to the President. The bill also placed private-car lines under 
the Commission and empowered that body to inspect railroad books 
and to prescribe uniform bookkeeping methods. But the Senate, whose 
members were still chosen by the several state legislatures, proved far 
less pliable than the popularly elected House. Almost immediately a 
violent controversy broke out between Aldrich of Rhode Island and 
Dolliver of Iowa, the leader of the more progressive Republicans favor¬ 
able to the bill. Seeking to embarrass the President, the Republican 
leader of the Senate then contrived to select Benjamin Tillman, the 
ranking Democrat on the committee, as the sponsor of the bill instead 
of Dolliver. Tillman had not been on speaking terms with the President 
for some months. Aldrich also won permission for any member of the 
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committee to offer amendments to the bill on the floor of the Senate, 
an almost unheard-of privilege on major legislation. 

When the bill arrived on the floor it was apparent that the President 
had lost the support not only of the conservatives grouped around 
Aldrich but also of his friend Lodge and his former Attorney General 
Knox. In the welter of ensuing amendments it became clear that 
the conservatives, not daring to defeat the bill, planned to amend it 
into a state of innocuousness. The main legislative battle, therefore 
swirled around two hotly contested points: the nature of the court 
review and the time at which the rates set by the Commission went 
into effect. The progressives in both parties supported a narrow court 
review of the Commission’s decisions limited mainly to legal pro¬ 
cedures and a prohibition against an injunctive suspension of the rates 
until the courts had established their findings. The conservatives 
wanted a broad court review entertaining both procedural and sub¬ 
stantive matters, including the reasonableness of the rates and a sus¬ 
pension of the rates until after court action. 

In the confused course of the struggle over the railroad bill nanpers 
flared and charges of “bad faith,” “traitori.sm,” and “falsehood” were 
hurled. A good part of the charges resulted from the way the President 
worked both sides of the party street to su[)port the. bill. Roosevelt 
was aghast but not defeated by Aldrich’s turning over the bill to Till¬ 
man and the Democrats. The Senator, th(' Pn-siclent remarked, “had 
lost both his head and his temper.” Through an intermediary “Pitch- 
fork Ben Tillman was informed that he was once again pitrxonu gtota 
at the White House. For weeks the President gave, his support to the 
South Carolinian. No more dramatic shift had taktm place, one news¬ 
paper commented, since Hamlet and Laertes changed rapiers. But 
when Roosevelt felt the Democrats could not pass the bill because of 
the broad review stand taken by Senator Bailey of I'exas, he mar 
neuvered his support back to Dollivcr and tlu*n to the Republican 
Senator Long, who introduced an intended compromi.se amendment 
By that time, however, party discipline on both sides of the chamber 
was so fractured and so many contending amendments were on the 
floor that confusion prevailed and the defeat of the bill was freely 
predicted. At that point Roosevelt went back to the: Republican regu¬ 
lars and through Senator Allison asked for a compromise*. Allison, after 
coiiferring with Aldrich, Knox, and Spooner, produced an amendment 
which won assent from all factions save radicals like Robert La Follette 
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of Wisconsin, who had just come to the Senate, and the bitter-end 
conservatives like Foraker, who branded the entire bill as a 'Apiece of 
populism contrary in spirit to the Constitution and revolutionary in 
character. The President, who had repeatedly stated his opposition to 
broad review, whether of the Bailey or the Aldrich sort, now felt that 
the matter of review was immaterial. The courts had the review power 
willy-nilly, he wrote to Allison, and in the end they would determine 
its scope. The contest, he remarked, had finally come down to 
Tweedledum and Tweedledee. The important thing was the rate¬ 
making power. All else was “acadenoic.” 

The Hepburn Act as it finally emerged from Congress gave the 
Interstate Commerce Commission the power to set aside a railroad 
schedule on complaint of a shipper and prescribe a reasonable rate 
subject to court review. The review was broad in nature, empowering 
the courts to pass upon all details of the Commission’s actions, includ¬ 
ing the question of the reasonableness of the rates. The act did, how¬ 
ever, permit the Commission to exaimne railroad books and prescribe 
uniform bookkeeping. It placed private-car lines and terminal rail¬ 
roads under the supervision of the Commission and contained a com¬ 
modities clause, later weakened by court interpretation, prohibiting 
railroads from carrying commodities not used in their own operations 
and made or mined by subsidiaries of the roads. 

The act was a landmark in the evolution of federal control of 
private industry. It empowered the government to set rates and to 
investigate the books of interstate utilities. Between the progressive 
and the conservative positions it was a compromise. The more ardent 
radicals blamed Roosevelt for the compromise and were inclined to 
look upon it as a conservative bill. If the railroad senators had had 
their way, the courts and not the Commission would have been em¬ 
powered to set rates initially. This was the intent of the original Knox 
amendment, as it was of that offered by Foraker; it was certainly the 
solution Aldrich preferred. Under the circumstances the act was a 
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victory for the President and was recognized as such by the country at 
large. Even Tillman finally admitted to Beveridge that had it not been 
for Roosevelt’s determined intervention into the le^slative process, 
there would have been no bill. The passage of the Hepburn Act bears 
eloquent testimony to Roosevelt’s perseverance, his maivelous political 
suppleness, and his willingness to settle for what was possible.^® 

The President was not yet through with the railroads. During the 
Hepburn battle Senator La Follette had persistently fought for the 
physical evaluation of the roads as the only scientific basis for rate 
making. The President opposed La Follette and was exceedingly un¬ 
complimentary in his remarks to conservatives about the Wisconsin 
senator. A year later, however, he wrote Beveridge that ^‘events have 
moved so fast in the valuation business that I think it is impossible to 
avoid taking conservative ground in its favor.” Two months before, 
Roosevelt had requested the Interstate Commerce Commission to fur¬ 
nish him with particulars on how to obtmn physical valuation, how to 
control the issuance of railroad securities, and how to incorporate the 
railroads nationally. In an Indianapolis speech on May 30, 1907, the 
President demanded not only physical evaluation but government 
control of railroad securities and federal incorporation. Roosevelt was 
usually willing to settle for the possible, but the horizon of the possible 
could always be extended with time.^® 

At the height of the Hepburn-bill struggle David Graham Phillips 
published his sensational article ‘*The Treason of the Senate.” Even 
Beveridge, who admitted that the picture of tlie Stmate was a tnu^ one 
as it had existed over the past tihirty years, had cautioned Phillii)s to 
modify some of his stronger statements. The articles inspinxl th(‘ Presi¬ 
dent to attack both extremes of opinion tlien ihn^atening lh<^ passage 
of the railroad bill. At a Gridiron Club dinner and Iat(‘r on April 14 in 
a public speech Roosevelt branded the writers of such fuuy arlick^s as 
‘‘muckrakers.” At the same time he called for th(^ fedcnnl control of 
corporation securities and the enactment of an inheritarua^ tax. His 
radical remarks were largely overlooked, but his mmm ior th(‘ writers 
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Stuck to label forever the group exposing corruption in the popular 
periodicals.’-^ 

Although Roosevelt was often irate at the “lunatic fringe” of radical 
journalists and politicians, he occasionally found their efforts very 
useful. For years prior to 1906 a pure-food bill had been before Con¬ 
gress. Its patron saint, Dr. Harvey W. Wiley, the chief chemist in the 
Department of Agriculture, and his “poison squad” had worked inces¬ 
santly for the legislation. The bill had passed the House twice in prev¬ 
ious years, and was reintroduced again in 1905 by Senators Heyburn of 
Idaho and McCumber of North Dakota. Despite the support of the 
American Medical Association and numerous magazines, it appeared 
again as if it would be interned in the “graveyard of reform legis¬ 
lation,” the Senate. Meanwhile Senator Beveridge had been at¬ 
tempting for a considerable time to obtain passage of a federal 
meat-inspection measure with an equal lack of success. Then in 1906 
Upton Sinclair published The Jungle, a novel in form but really a 
tract on the incredibly filthy conditions in the Chicago packing houses. 
The President read the book and was as excited about its details as 
was the public already deeply suspicious of the “packing trust.” He 
immediately ordered a reinvestigation of the meat packers; a previous 
report by the Department of Agriculture had found little wrong. Upon 
receiving the new study made by his labor commissioners, Charles P. 
Neill and J. B. Reynolds, the President fairly exploded. The report was 
“hideous,” he wrote to the conservative chairman of the House Com¬ 
mittee on Agriculture, James Wadsworth, and the conditions had to be 
“remedied at once.” To move the reluctant Congress Roosevelt threat¬ 
ened to publish the entire “sickening report” if action were not taken. 
In a stinging letter to Wadsworth he said he was sorry to say that each 
of Wadsworth’s proposed changes to the bill was “for the worse and 
that in the aggregate they are ruinous.” At the same time he cautioned 
Beveridge not to insist upon his bitterly contested proposal requiring 
the packers to stamp the date of packing upon each piece of meat 
processed. So far the President had held off publication of the report, 
although the existence of the document was widely known and its con¬ 
tents speculated upon by the press. To friends of the bill urging pub¬ 
lication of the Neil-Reynolds document, Roosevelt replied that he 
could not give them “any idea” of exactly when he would move. As 
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Congress stalled and public clamor for action mounted to a crescendo 
Roosevelt sent in the first part of the report, at the same time confi¬ 
dentially threatening, if action was not forthcoming, to Tnalt<» public 
the more damaging part together with a few comments of his own. 
At that the opposition collapsed and the pure-food bill, together with 
the meat-inspection provision, became a law.^® 

The administration’s program scored other successes during the 
session. The Employers’ Liability Act, applying to the District of 
Columbia and the common carriers, was passed, as was a statehood bill 
which provided for joint statehood for Arizona and New Mexico terri¬ 
tories and for the Indian and Oklahoma territories. But since Arizona 
and New Mexico refused the joint arrangement, only Oklahoma 
profited from the legislation. Lost were most of the other social pro¬ 
posals the President had made for the District, including the child 
labor bill, which he kept supporting until the end of his term, but 
which he never obtained. Lost also was the Philippine tariff bill, which 
Roosevelt felt he had to sacrifice in order to win on the Hepburn rate 
measure. Still, looking at the record, the President for once thought it 
had been an excellent Congress. In a moment of exuberance, just 
before the 1906 congressional campaign, he stated he would not be 
afraid “to compare its record with that of any previous Congress in 
our history.” 

During the congressional elections of 1906 Roosevelt felt that his 
efforts were directed toward defeating both political extremes and 
preserving the center in power. It is difficult to follow his reasoning 
unless one agrees that the Democrats represented both extremes and 
the Republicans the center. For the President showed no partiality in 
his support of all kinds of Republicans from the most reactionary to 
the moderate progressive. He had ui^ed the re-election of Cannon in 
Llinois and James Watson in Indiana, he vigorously supported Hughes 
in New York against Hearst, and he had sent Cabinet members to both 
Idaho and Maine, where organized labor was trying to defeat Re¬ 
publican incumbents. About the only gestures he made in the direction 
of progressivhm were in a speech at Harrisburg and his stopping of the 
party campaign against the Republican progres.sive Cummins in Iowa, 
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which was inspired, as Robert La Follette correctly reported, by 
Roosevelt’s Secretary of the Treasury, Leslie M. Shaw, a former Iowa 
standpatter. At Harrisburg, after castigating both “reactionaries” and 
“foolish extremists,” he had aroused the ire of conservatives by finding 
a new “inherent power” in the constitution, a power “outside of the 
enumerated powers” which would operate “in all cases where the 
object involved was beyond the power of the several states.” His 
immediate object was to exercise “a constantly increasing supervision 
over and control of the great fortunes used in business” to ensure that 
they were used “in the interest of and not against ... the general 
public.” It was an inflammatory utterance, the New York World com¬ 
mented, one which outdid the radical Democrats.^® 

The President was uneasy about the election of 1906. For one thing, 
the Republican majority in the House had been reduced sharply. For 
another, organized labor seemed to be mobilizing against the party. 
Under its announced policy of rewarding its friends and punishing its 
enemies, labor had actively campaigned against a good many Republi¬ 
can office seekers. In a letter to one of the most regular of Republican 
regulars, Roosevelt cautioned him about denouncing labor as labor. 
The latest Congress, he felt, had not been “wise in their treatment of 
the labor people.” It was bad business, he observed, “to solidify labor 
against us.” 

Change was in the air by 1906. By that time the complex intellectual 
movement that had its start in the 1890’s had captured a good part 
of the educated elite. The new economics and political science, the 
social gospel, pragmatism, and their tangents, had all acted as a 
solvent for the traditional political and ethical concepts. Four years of 
steady muckraking in the popular periodicals and the press, as well as 
odious revelations by numerous state and national investigations, were 
beginning to register on the popular mind. Organized labor was flexing 
its new-found muscles, and the Socialist party vote had been steadily 
climbing since the election of 1900. The local reform movements, which 
had started soon after the turn of the century, were now reaching up 
to the state level and beyond to the national government. By 1906 
Wisconsin’s La Follette was in the Senate, Missouri and Minnesota had 
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progressive Democratic governors, and in Iowa, Albert B. Cummins 
was already laying plans to run against Allison in the next senatorial 
election. Two of the young Republican senatorial luminaries, Dolliver 
and Beveridge, had already crossed swords with the conservative di¬ 
rectorate in the upper house. During the 1906 contest in Indiana, 
Beveridge, who had once boasted of his conservatism, openly pro¬ 
claimed himself a reformer, supporting the income and inheritance 
taxes, a national child-labor proposal, and the institution of a direct 
primary system for all political offices. “You have no idea,” he wrote 
his novelist friend, Phillips, “how profound^ intense and permanent the 
feeling among the American people is that this great reform movement 
shall go on. . . .” Beveridge was not alone in his estimate of the 
future. In January of 1907 Sereno E. Pratt, editor of the Wall Street 
Journal^ took a long look at the state of the nation. Most of what he 
saw he did not like. Among the special phenomena of the times Pratt 
reported were “the eager pursuit of sudden wealth, the shameless 
luxury and display, the gross and corrupting extravagance, the misuse 
of swollen fortunes, the indifference to law, the growth of graft, the 
abuses of great corporate power, the social unrest, the spread of 
demagogy, the advances of socialism, the appeals to bitter class 
hatred. Clearly, Pratt concluded, the nation was disenchanted with 
its present and eager to get along with the business of molding a dif¬ 
ferent future.^^ 

Few people were more aware of this movement of the national mind 
than the man in the White House. He had watched the ebb of the re¬ 
form spirit under McKinley, had marked its reflux in 1902, and was 
conscious that it was almost at the flood by 1907. Accordingly, his 
tastes and ideas shifted markedly to the left. Where once he had made 
a distinction between the good and bad great fortunes, now he con¬ 
sidered all great fortunes “needless and useless.” By 1908 he was char- 
acterizir^ his chief political effort during the past six years as a fight 
to prevent the growth “of the least attractive and most sordid of all 
aristocracies, ’ a plutocracy “which regarded power as expressed only 
in its basest and most brutal form, that of mere money.” Ten years 
before he had no idea of the amount of corruption that really existed 
m high business and political circles. Now he knew, and knowing, he 
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felt as if he were living in an age like that preceding the French 
Revolution.^^ 

As Roosevelt’s attitude toward the financial rulers changed, so did 
his position toward their representatives in the Republican party. In 
his opinion, Foraker was now “a reactionary, one of the most un¬ 
blushing servers and beneficiaries of corporate wealth within or with¬ 
out office.” Prior to these days he had occasionally overlooked some 
of the minor peccadilloes of the powerful rulers of the Senate and their 
retainers. Now in 1906 he bluntly asked Senator Spooner to request his 
brother’s resignation since he had been given many chances to reform 
without apparent improvement. In a burst of exasperation in 1908 he 
lashed out against the ‘'ruling clique” in the Senate, the House and the 
National Committee, “who seemed to regard every concession to 
decency as merely a matter of bargain and sale.” As his discomfort 
with the standpatters grew, he found a new appreciation for the 
radicals. Beveridge and Dolliver had always basked more or less in his 
favor. Now even Bryan, the revolutionist of 1896, was described as a 
“kindly, well meaning, emotional man,” and whereas La Follette 
formerly had been “a shifty self-seeker,” by 1907 Roosevelt found he 
liked him much better. In Roosevelt’s political spectrum prior to 1907 
few things were worse than a socialist. Yet a year later he wrote, “there 
are plenty of people who call themselves socialists, many of whose 
tenets are not only worthy of respect but represent real advances.” 
Roosevelt’s self-identification had changed remarkably. Once he had 
vociferously identified himself with the middle register of politics; by 
1907 he was “trying to keep the left center together.” A year later he 
described himself as a “radical,” whose chief political task had been 
to lead the “ultra-conservative” party of McKinley to a position of 
“progressive conservatism or conservative radicalism.” 

As Roosevelt’s ideas shifted toward the left in his last two years of 
office, his requests for reform legislation to Congress increased. Many 
Presidents before him had found Congress more and more indifferent 
to their desires during their last months in office. Part of the reason for 
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the growing independence of Congress lay in the traditional dimin ution 
of power which all Presidents seem to experience. Bereft of patronage 
power, and no longer an important factor in future elections, their 
leverage with Congress diminishes rapidly as dieir term nears its end. 
Roosevelt was an especial victim of this historic erosion. His energetic 
use of the executive power, his impulsive personal actions, and his 
yearly clashes with Congress caused the movement restoring legislative 
independence to grow rapidly during 1907 and 1908. A small har¬ 
binger of what was to come appeared in 1906 over the President’s use 
of “simplified spelling.” The movement for phonetic spelling was 
quite strong even before the President took it up. On the national 
board of the organization were such dignified names as Nicholas 
Murray Butler and David Starr Jordan, the presidents of Columbia 
and Stanford Universities. Andrew Carnegie supported the refoiro, as 
well as Richard Watson Gilder, the respected editor of the Century 
Magazine. But a national tanpest of comic proportions occurred when 
Roosevelt adopted the findings of the board to change the spelling of 
approximately three hundred words and ordered the government 
printer to observe the reform in all printing. Amid much editorial fun, 
indignant screams and portentous prophecies of disaster rent the 
Washington air as “night” was transformed into “nite” and “thor¬ 
ough” into “thoro.” Heatedly Congress debated the matter, and with 
evident exasperation the House instructed the public printer to observe 
standard orthography. Admitting defeat, Roosevelt duly ordered the 
change, but announced that he would continue to use Ae new spelling 
in his personal correspondence. And so he did, when he remembered 
to use it.*® 

Much more serious both for the legal issues it involved and for the 
relations between the President and Congre.s.s was the Brownsville 
affair. On the night of August 3, 1906, a dozen or so Negro soldiers 
from the 25th U.S. Infantry, angered by the treatment accorded them 
by the citizens of Brownsville, Texas, made a shooting sortie into the 
town, killing one citizen. Within ten minutes they ha<l ret anted to 
camp unobserved. But during the official inv<;stigation no one of the 
160 men in the three Negro companies would inform upon his fellows. 
On November 5, the day before the congressional election, the Presi¬ 
dent discharged “without honor” every man in the three companies, 
observing that if no one admitted guilt all would htivi^ to pay the 
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penalty. This inference of guilt by association was serious, because it 
meant the loss of all pensions for the men, including six who had won 
the Medal of Honor. Since the northern Negro vote was almost solidly 
Republican, it had important political implications. The President’s 
order was met with a wave of approbation from the South and with a 
storm of criticism from the North. Booker T. Washington wrote Taft, 
who was acting President while Roosevelt was in the Canal Zone, that 
he had never experienced a time when the Negro people were more 
excited. The New York Republican County Committee telegraphed a 
plea that the discharge of the battalion be rescinded, and protests 
rolled in from other northern Negro centers. Doubtful of the justice of 
the President’s actions, Taft tried to stem the criticism by directing 
Roosevelt’s dismissal order he held in abeyance; but on being over¬ 
ruled by the absent Roosevelt, he could do little more.^® 

Brownsville became an issue between Congress and the President 
when in January, 1908, Senators Tillman and Foraker introduced a 
resolution demanding an investigation of the affair. In the following 
debate most of the Republican senators joined Foraker in attacking 
the President, while the minority Democrats supported him. Foraker, 
an announced conservative candidate for the presidential nomination, 
was particularly bitter in his criticism of the Chief Executive. The issue 
between the President and the Ohio senator exploded in an open ugly 
quarrel at the annual Gridiron Club dinner on January 26. The scene 
grew tense as the President lectured the senators on their lack of 
respect for the office of the President. Foraker replied with a caustic 
and emphatic denunciation of Roosevelt, demanding that the President 
“have equal respect for the chosen representatives in the Senate of the 
Sovereign States of the Union.” Roosevelt was inclined to make a 
“berserker speech” in reply, but finally contented himself with “a 
flat contradiction” and left the banquet.^’' 

The miserable affair dragged on throughout the summer and fall of 
1907 and into the election year of 1908. The vote on a congressional 
investigation diplomatically was delayed until after the presidential 
election. Foraker’s personal prestige, together with his presidential 
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candidacy, was all but destroyed by the revelations in the Hearst 
papers that he had been in the pay of the Standard Oil Company 
throughout his senatorial career. Irrespective of Forakeris reputation, 
the Brownsville episode speeded the growing estrangement between 
Congress and the President.®® 

Congress and the President met in head-on opposition in 1907-8 on 
still another issue, this time the basic one of conservation. About the 
turn of the century the fear that the nation was using its natural re¬ 
sources at too rapid a rate and that sometime in the future it would be 
faced with shortages became rather general, partictilarly in the East. 
The policy of setting aside nationally owned timberlands for perma¬ 
nent forest reserves and parks had started with Harrison and had 
been accelerated by Cleveland. But no comprehensix e i)olicy of con¬ 
servation was adopted until the Roosevedt administration made the 
country acutely conscious of the problem. Credit for tlie rapid develop¬ 
ment was due in part to a young man, Gifford Pinchot, and in tlu.^ last 
instance to Roosevelt, who listened to his argunuaits and was per¬ 
suaded. A major section of Roosevelfs first nn^ssage to (Congress was 
devoted to conservation, and with his blessing thv ('au.se flourished. 
During the Roosevelt years the government embarked upon a major 
reclamation program, the Reclamation Seivice was (xstal>lished, and 
the forest program was consolidated under Pincdiot’s dirtTtion in the 
Department of Agriculture. Moreover, the concept of consewation 
was steadily widened to include not only forests hut coal and mincTal 
lands, oil reserves, and power sites. At the time' Roos('V(‘It took office 
some 45 million acres were included in tlu^ goviaamuau rescaves. 
Within the next seven years almost 150 million acres wen; added to 
this total. Roosevelfs conservation program was to among his most 
impressive and enduring achievements.®® 

The new program was not advanced without staious opposition 
from the West and Congress. Only in those wt"st(*rn urban staUxs wluu'c 
the need for water was great, or in tlm Southwexst wlua't* irrigated 
farming depended upon government dams and n^clamation works, was 
there any consistent powerful support for a national conservation pro- 
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gram. Elsewhere ranchers^ mine operators, lumbermen, and power 
companies all protested against this limitation of the right to exploit 
the national domain. Most western fortunes had been built upon ex¬ 
ploitation of natural resources, and the antagonism of wealthy or 
would-be wealthy westerners to this abrupt curtailment of opportunity 
was understandable. The administration incurred further opposition 
by its strict enforcement of existing land laws and the grazing, mining, 
and lumbering regulations prescribed for the new reserves. A sad fare¬ 
well to the old free and easy ways with the national domain was sig¬ 
naled by the numerous indictments the Roosevelt administration 
brought against westerners on charges running from conspiracy to 
defraud the government to grand theft. In 1905 the indignant Senator 
Fulton of Oregon demanded an end to the rigorous enforcement, 
pointing out that through the activities of a special federal prosecutor, 
Francis J. Heney, a good part of the Republican party organization of 
the state, including his fellow senator, was in prison or under the 
shadow of that institution. Roosevelt replied tersely: Heney was not 
hurting the party but rather the senator’s friends who had betrayed 
the party “by betraying the public service.” 

By 1907 Senator Fulton had gathered enough support to attach a 
rider to a Department of Agriculture appropriation bill to the effect 
that no new forest reserves could be created in six western states or 
additions made to existing reserves without the consent of Congress. 
As the bill lay on the President’s desk the Department of the Interior, 
working under forced draft by an executive order, proposed the 
addition to the national reserve of seventeen million acres dotted with 
forests, mineral deposits, and power sites. Four days before the Presi¬ 
dent signed the agricultural bill, he either created or increased the 
size of thirty-two forest reserves. Cries of executive “impudence,” 
“arrogance,” and “dictatorship” rang through the capital, and a 
Public Lands Convention was called to meet in Denver to counter 
this assault of “government landlordism.” Legally there was no re¬ 
course to the President’s actions except through a formal vote of 
Congress, which was obviously impossible to get in face of the almost 
certain veto. Congressional dignity was further assaulted by the activi¬ 
ties of Gifford Pinchot. Denied the right to withdraw power sites by 
any other means, the Chief Forester managed to reserve over twenty- 
five hundred of them from outstretched entrepreneurial hands by 
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designating them as ranger stations. Against the expected congressio nal 
reaction to these shrewd but questionable actions the President inter¬ 
posed two executive vetoes.®^ 

Congress, however, did not remain long without its innings. During 
1908 Roosevelt created three organizations of national importance. 
The first of these, the National Conservation Congress, was attended 
by forty-four governors and some five hundred other experts and digni¬ 
taries. Acclaimed by James Hill, the Northwest railroad king, as the 
directors’ meeting of the “great economic corporation known as the 
United States of America,” and by the Wall Street Journal as “a 
radical new departure in government,” the conference had profound 
results. Out of it grew a yearly meeting of the governors of the states, 
and within eighteen months after its adjournment some forty-one 
states had created conservation commissions of their own. The other 
two organizations met with less favorable response. They resulted in 
the creation of the National Country Life Commission and the Inland 
Waterways Commission. Although both bodies drafted impressive 
reports, Congress refused to support either organization. Despite, and 
perhaps because of, the President’s pleas, the Waterways group failed 
to obtain the requested $20,000 to carry on its work, and the Country 
Life Commission, promptly dubbed “the rural uplift,” was denied 
funds even for the publication of its report.*® 

During 1907 an adverse economic movement jarred the nation’s 
industrial and financial institutions. The recession and the sharp New 
York financial panic of October and November, 1907, brought Roo.sc- 
velt into further conflict with the business community and in general 
weakened his position with the reigning conservatives. I'he activities 
of Morgan and Company and the United States Steel Corporation in 
purchasing the Tennessee Coal and Iron Company during the worst 
days of the panic also added another controversy to the many already 
swirling around the President. 

In January, 1907, John D. Rockefeller made a j)iihlic. fon^cast of 
hard times resulting from the President’s attacks ujKjn big business and 
finance. From that time until October the prices of steaks and other 
securities fell rapidly and steadily. Beginning in September, industrial 
production began to slump in an un.sea.sonable trend. By October real 
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financial distress occurred throughout the country as the great New 
York financial institutions were unable to meet the requests for funds 
from interior banks. Several large industrial corporations went bank- 
rupt^ as well as many small banks in the South and West. Later in the 
month it became known that several leading executives of huge New 
York trust companies had tried and failed to corner the copper market. 
The resulting loss of public confidence in their institutions started runs 
which further strained the already tight supply of money. On October 
23, the Knickerbocker Trust Company closed its doors, and in the 
accompanying wave of fear the withdrawal of funds from lending 
institutions assumed panic proportions. For a time it seemed as if the 
panic might not only bring down the entire New York financial struc¬ 
ture but also have serious impact upon financial institutions the world 
around.^^ 

As early as March, 1907, private interests were calling upon the 
government for help in warding off a financial panic. Through Taft, 
J. P. Morgan requested an interview with the President. At the meet¬ 
ing Morgan asked Roosevelt to meet with a group of railroad execu¬ 
tives to reassure them that the administration would not use the 
recently passed rate bill against them in a vindictive fashion. After the 
President had considered the request and finally refused, he was asked 
by railroad interests to make a public statement calculated to restore 
confidence in the carriers and the business world in general. Again the 
President refused because he did not want “to seem to talk just for the 
effect on the stock market.” Nevertheless the administration continued 
to keep a sharp eye on the indexes of business health, and as conditions 
got worse went actively to the aid of the New York financial com¬ 
munity. In late March the Secretary of the Treasury annoimced that 
the government would not make its customary withdrawals from New 
York banks, and subsequently the Treasury deposited in them over 
$70 million of customs receipts.^^ 

During the darkest days of the October panic the resources of the 
government were thrown even more directly into the fight for na¬ 
tional solvency. Cortelyou, the Secretary of the Treasury, was con- 

3 ^ Frederick Lewis Allen, The Great Pierpont Morgan (New York, 1949), 
pp. 186 ff. 

Taft to Roosevelt, March 11, 1907, Taft MSS.; Grenville Dodge to Roose¬ 
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1907, and to James Speyer, March 5, 1907, Roosevelt MSS. 
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stantly in New York during these bleak hours, where he co-operated 
with the group of New York bankers who, under the direction of J. P. 
Morgan, were switching funds from bank to bank and to the securi¬ 
ties markets as the need to save one or another institution became 
critical. Among such lifesaving funds were the liquid resources of the 
United States government. About November 1 it became apparent 
that one of the more important New York brokerage houses was on 
the verge of bankruptcy. The firm and its associates held a good many 
shares of stock of the Tennessee Coal and Iron Company, some of 
which had been deposited with banks as collateral for loans. Had the 
brokerage firm closed its doors, the failure would have placed great 
strain on similar houses and on the New York Stock Exchange itself. 
But it is not so clear that the closing would critically have imperiled 
the banking structure. To save the firm the House of Morgan sug¬ 
gested that the United States Steel Corporation purchase the Tennessee 
Coal and Iron Company by an exchange of stock. This would lend 
stability to the securities firms, protect the banks holding the collateral, 
and enable the Steel Company, in which Morgan was deeply involved, 
to obtain control of the rich Tennessee coal and iron operations. There 
was one possible obstacle to the deal. Would the government indict the 
steel corporation, already a giant in its field, as a monopoly? To get the 
answer E, H. Gary and H. C. Frick made a hurried after-midnight 
journey to Washington. The next morning they met with Roosevelt 
and Root. Details of the conference are contained in a letter from Gary 
to Root written for the purpose of being placed in the government’s 
records. According to Gary’s letter the two steel executives explained 
that the purchase of the Tennessee firm at a price ‘‘somewhat in ex¬ 
cess of its real value would not materially “increase the total capacity 
of the steel corporation,” but that the purchase “would be of great 
benefit to financial conditions and would probably save from failure 
an important business concern. . . The President answered, accord¬ 
ing to Gary’s memory, that while he could not legally make “any bind- 
promise or agreement,” he certainly would not advise against the 
proposed purchase. Thereafter, Gary wrote, “The President was also 
kind enough to state generally his favorable opinion of our Corporation 
and its management as ascertained from reports from the Department 
of Commerce and otherwise.” Root wrote back that Gary’s account was 
accurate, but asked him to delete the President’s favorable remarks as 
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not being germane to the transaction.^® A few days after the trans¬ 
action Roosevelt had public words of praise ‘‘for those conservative 
and substantial business men who in this crisis have acted with such 
wisdom and public spirit.” But even then the West held another view. 
“Morgan stood firm,” one newspaper commented^ “until every specu¬ 
lator had made his way to solvency.” Years later, when the details of 
the steel corporation transaction became known, the question was 
raised whether the President by his actions had not materially con¬ 
tributed to the growth of a steel monopoly. When the Taft administra¬ 
tion answered in the affirmative in the autumn of 1911 by initiating 
a suit against the corporation, the action marked a final break be¬ 
tween Taft and his former friend Roosevelt. 

During November, 1907, the government again gave substantial 
help in stabilizing the financial situation. By presidential authorization 
the Treasury issued $100 million Treasury certificates and $50 million 
Panama Canal bonds at low interest rates, sold them to banks on 
credit, and authorized the banks to issue currency with the bonds as 
collateral. By January the downward movement had been turned, and 
soon the panic, except for its political effects, was a matter of memory. 

While the panic existed there was, as usual, a heated debate over its 
causes. To some degree the American developments, as the President 
pointed out, had been a part of a world movement. The inelasticity 
of the American currency had contributed to it, as had also over- 
extension of credit. The loss of public faith in the nation’s financial 
leaders, loose banking practices, especially among the New York trust 
companies, and the wild and harmful speculation by financiers large 
and small had all played their part. But to a good portion of the world 
of big business and finance the real reason for the debacle lay in 
Roosevelt’s war upon business and the resulting loss of confidence. The 
stubborn chorus of business criticism had started back at the time of 
the struggle over the railroad rate and the pure-food bills. It increased 
in volume as the presidential utterances grew more radical in 1907, 
and reached a peak during the depression with the publication of 
James R. Day’s The Raid on Prosperity, An unblushing reactionary, 
Chancellor Day of Syracuse University, accused the Roosevelt ad¬ 
ministration of destroying prosperity, of being “unconstitutional and 
destructive of liberty,” and predicted that if the Roosevelt way were 

35 Gary to Root, November 7, 1907; Root to Gary, November 13, 1907, 
Root MSS. 
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not reversed it would end in a permanent political oligarchy control¬ 
ling the government and society.^® Many Republican leaders supported 
Day’s general point of view. Even Root, disposed to be friendly to the 
President, commented the following year that there had been “much 
unjustifiable exaggeration in the recent talk and writing about Ameri¬ 
can corporations and American business.” The result had been “to 
destroy confidence, to discredit us abroad and to discourage enter¬ 
prise.” 

The object of this business criticism was quite unrepentant. Roose¬ 
velt was positive that much of the impetus for the depression had come 
from the wicked speculators. During August, 1907^ he addressed him¬ 
self to “certain malefactors of great wealth” who, he charged, had 
combined to increase the intensity of the panic “in order to discredit 
the policy of the government.” With an upthrust arm and a baleful 
glance, the President shouted that there would be no letup in his 
campaign against “speculation, corruption and fraud,” which in part 
had caused the panic, or in the policy of the government to control 
great wealth in the interests of the commonweal. Nor was there. In 
December Roosevelt sent his annual message to Congress. In its 35,000 
words were recommendations for the adoption of an inheritance and in¬ 
come tax, the national incorporation and regulation of interstate busi¬ 
ness, the regulation of railroad securities, and the fixing of railroad rates 
based upon a scheme of physical evaluation. The President also called 
for the establishment of a postal savings bank, the limitation of labor 
injimctions, compulsory investigation of large labor disputes, and the 
extension of the eight-hour day and workingmen’s compensation prin- 
ciples. Then at the end of January, 1908, as Congress seemed disinclined 
to consider his proposals, Roosevelt sent it the most radical message of 
his entire eight years of office. Included in it were all of the proposals 
he had recommended in December, together with a new one demand¬ 
ing the federal regulation of stock market gambling, which the Presi¬ 
dent considered no different from gambling with cards or other 
mechanical devices. But the real blow to the conservatives came in 
Roosevelt’s blasts against the federal courts and big business. The 
courts had just declared unconstitutional a previously passed railway 

36 For a good sliort analysis of the panic’s causes, see Morison, Roosevelt 
Letters, V, 747 n. A summary of the anti-Roosevelt opinion is contained in 
Literary Digest, XXXV (1907), 669. 

37 Root to H. L. Higginson, November 10, 1908, Root MSS. 




honest criticism/’ the President declared. He also took this occasion 
to slap at “predatory wealth” in a way that no President had since 
Andrew Jackson. The panic was not caused by the administration, 
Roosevelt declared, but by “the speculative folly and the flagrant dis¬ 
honesty of a few men of great wealth. . . Such men were not only 
responsible for a large share of the “rottenness” in business but they 
had also consistently fought every attempt at reform. The President 
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then grew painfully specific^ naming the executives of the Standard 
Oil Company and the Santa Fe Railroad as examples. “Every measure 
for honesty in business that has been passed during the last six years/’ 
he commented, “has been opposed by these men . . . with every 
resource that bitter and unscrupulous craft could suggest and the 
command of almost unlimited money secure.” The President wrote 
his son that he had put into this special message his “deepest and most 
earnest convictions.” 

In these two messages Roosevelt had come to the parting of the 
ways politically. As Professor Elting Morison rightly observes/^ he had 
proposed practically every reform that was to be made during the 
Taft and Wilson administrations, and even a few, it might be added, 
that were to lie inanimate until the New Deal days. Over and beyond 
this Roosevelt had expressed in outline form his own political program 
for the next four years. Hitherto historians have assumed that Roose¬ 
velt’s radical formulations of 1910 and 1912 were inspired by Herbert 
Groly’s Promise of American Life, published in November, 1909, and 
by the sudden exigencies of his own political fortunes. A glance at his 
messages and speeches of 1907 and 1908 would seem to argue that 
Roosevelt may have had as much influence on Croly as Croly had on 
him. At the least this much can be said. Ideologically there was to be 
no peat break between the Roosevelt of 1907-8 and that of the fol¬ 
lowing four years. His 1907-8 observations on the need for increasing 
the federal regulatory powers, his indictment of the asocial nature of 
big business, and his criticism of the federal courts, which he expressed 
with far more causticity in his private letters, were to be the very 
essence of his radical Osawatomie speech of 1910 and his New Na¬ 
tionalism of 1912. Throwing past caution to the winds, Roosevelt left 
the center in these early years and became for a time a radical progres¬ 
sive. He could afford to be less cautious since he was soon to leave 
office and there was no need for the support of a united party in a 
fight for a nomination or election. A partial explanation of his courage 
and conviction might have been the diminishing measure of his hopes 
for the future. But other factors were also relevant. Roosevelt was a 
fighter. During the course of the previous two years he had met the 
constant opposition of the business community in his efforts to pass 
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reform legislation. He and his proposals had been indicted by many 
businessmen for causing the panic. His natural reaction was to strike 
back. The President also was a superb politician whose ears were 
sensitively attuned to swells of public sentiment. He had watched the 
rise of La Follette, Cummins^ and all the other reformers^ as well as 
the inexorable march of the Socialist vote and the solidifying of labor 
union opinion. In 1904 he had cautioned Philander C. Knox about 
the Republican party’s going down in a wave of labor radicalism. By 
1906 he was sure that the Socialist movement was more dangerous 
than that of the Populists had been. To a Supreme Court Justice he 
wrote in 1908 that if the spirit behind the decision outlawing the 
workingmen’s compensation law was to obtain in the future^ “we 
should not only have a revolution^ but it would be absolutely necessary 
to have a revolution^ because the condition of the worker would be¬ 
come intolerable.” The country was moving, and Roosevelt, being a 
good democratic politician, was ready to move with it and guide it in 
the ways of moderation^ expediency, and righteousness.^*^ 

Whatever movement was discernible in the country, businessmen 
were of another mind, however, about the advisability of accompany¬ 
ing it. In May, after the yearly meeting of the American Manu¬ 
facturers Association, the organization’s journal reported that the 
meeting had agreed that “it was better to fight than be assassinated 
in the interests of a coalition of politics and labor.” Congress ap¬ 
parently felt much the same. During the 1908 session the President 
received bills authorizing a temporary expansion of the currency, the 
building of two battleships, and a workingmen’s compensation measure 
applying only to the railroads. Roosevelt’s major proposals for the 
relief of labor and the regulation of business were ignored.^^ 
Undaunted, the President returned to the war in his December, 
1908, message. It was an impolitic document and a radical one, calcu¬ 
lated to antagonize any conservative statesman. In addition to all of 
his other labor proposals, he declared that the workingman should be 
guaranteed “a larger share of the wealth” that he produced. To the 
charge that he was willing to centralize power to the destruction of 
liberty, he replied that the chief danger to democracy lay not in the 
concentration of administrative power but “in having the power in- 

Roosevelt to William R. Day, January 11, 1908, Roosevelt MSS. 
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sufficiently concentrated so that no one can be held responsible to the 
people for its use.” He took a final swing at the courts by designating 
them as ‘‘the chief lawmakers of our country” and their judges as both 
“competent and incompetent.” The most sensational part of the mes¬ 
sage contained a rebuke to Congress itself. Seeking to restore the 
power of the Secret Service^ which Congress had curbed in the 
previous session, the President declared that the congressional action 
could give “comfort only to criminals,” and suggested that if the 
members of Congress were afraid of being investigated by the organiza¬ 
tion they could exempt themselves by an amendment. Angrily and by 
a unanimous vote the House appointed a committee to consider the 
remark and in the end backhandedly censured the President by refus¬ 
ing to accept his message of explanation. In reply Roosevelt vetoed 
two congressional bills, one of which he called a “fraud upon the 
public.” In such an atmosphere the passage of any major legislation 
was hopeless. Recalling a friend’s surmise that the last months of his 
administration would be a period of stagnation, Roosevelt answered 
that “the period of stagnation continued to rage with uninterrupted 
violence.” And so it did almost down to the last hour of the snowy 
March morning when Roosevelt regretfully left the White House and 
became for the first time in twelve years a private citizen.^^ He was 
soon on his way to Africa and Europe, a trip which would keep him 
abroad for over a year. He looked forward to the African big game 
as his “last chance for something in the nature of a great adventure.” 
At fifty he was no longer up to arduous scientific exploration; the only 
real worth-while struggle he looked forward to was the continuance 
of his fight for “political, social and industrial reform.” 

During the war between Congress and the White House, not all 
Republicans on Capitol Hill by any means were meekly following the 
dominant conservative leadership of the party. Against the Aldrich 
currency bill the votes of sixteen Midwestern Republicans were cast in 
the House; in the Senate, Republicans Borah of Idaho, Brown and 
Burkett of Nebraska, La Follette of Wisconsin, and Bourne of Oregon 
also voted against this party measure. Simultaneously a group of young 
Republicans under the leadership of Beveridge of Indiana opposed 
the organization’s move to cut Roosevelt’s request for four battieships 
to two. The unsuccessful efforts of Beveridge, DoHiver, and La Follette 

Roosevelt, WorhSy XV, 527 ff.; Roosevelt to Kermit Roosevdit, January 10, 
1909, and to John St. L. Strachey, November 28, 1908, Roosevelt MSS. 



ROOSEVELT: THE FINAL YEARS 


225 


to obtain consideration for Roosevelt’s labor and corporation measures 
embittered them against the regular Senate leadership. In the House 
over two dozen Republicans had promised the Democratic minority 
that they would join in a fight against Speaker Cannon and his 
authoritarian rules. That fall^ at the start of the presidential campaign 
Beveridge expressed his growing resentment against the demands of 
party regularity. Political life and the Republican party did not seem 
to be worth the effort for a man of his convictions. He was dedicated 
to progressive measures, but '‘by the ethics of party regularity” he was 
“compeled to go out and work for the very men who were enemies 
of these measures.” Dolliver was already feeling some of the same 
strain in Iowa, and La Follette since 1900 had never felt obliged to 
support any regular Republican in Wisconsin.^® 

By the time Roosevelt left office a distinct cleavage had appeared in 
the Republican party. Roosevelt had not started the schism, and it 
would have developed with or without his aid. But he had abetted it, 
especially in his last two years. In fact, his unsatisfied legislative de¬ 
mands during 1907 and 1908 had provided the progressive faction 
with a program. Thus the inheritance Roosevelt left was a party 
divided between an increasingly stubborn conservative majority and a 
growing progressive minority whose reform claims against the party 
were underwritten by the most popular Republican President since 
Lincoln. The situation spelled trouble for Roosevelt’s successor, William 
Howard Taft, whom the President had already designated and whom 
he had certified to the public as a stout defender of “my policies.” 


43 Beveridge to Roosevelt, May 8, 1908, and to C. W. Miller, August 15, 
1908, Beveridge MSS.; Champ Clark, My QuarteT Century of American 
Politics (2 vols., New York, 1920), II, 268-^70; George W. Norris in La 
Follette^s Magazine, January 8, 1910. 



CHAPTER 12 


The Troubled Taft 


T heodore Roosevelts second term ended on March 4, 

19095 but months before that date he had to decide whether he 
would leave the Presidency. The decision was his to make, as he well 
knew. From conservatives to progressives almost the whole party agreed 
that Roosevelt could have the nomination again for less than the ask¬ 
ing. Even the most hopeful of the other possible candidates, WiUiam 
Howard Taft, observed that he had had many pledges of support pro¬ 
vided Roosevelt declined, but that the average Republican politician 
regarded anyone else but the President as “a poor second choice.” As 
late as the summer of 1907 Senator AUison of Iowa predicted that 
Roosevelt would be renominated again unless he ‘‘positively” refused. 
Few informed people in the country, whether Republicans or Demo¬ 
crats, seriously doubted the outcome of the election if Roosevelt de¬ 
cided to stand again.^ 

Of the many critical decisions Roosevelt made in his life this was 
among the most difficult, the one that involved the most personal 
agony. Few Presidents have enjoyed office as much as Roosevelt had. 
Temperamentally he was still a young man in 1908, energetic and 
ambitious, and at the top of his mental and physical powers. He was 
not tired, he wrote, and did not want a rest. What he wanted most was 
to remain master of the White House at the center of national and 
even world attention. “I should like to have stayed on in the Presi- 

1 Taft to Charles P. Taft, November 1, 1906, Taft MSS.; Allison to Grenville 
M. Dodge, July 28, 1907, Allison MSS. 
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dency/’ he observed during the campaign of 1908, ‘'and I make no pre¬ 
tence that I am glad to be relieved of my official duties/’ ^ 

But as early as 1906 Roosevelt decided that he had to give up the 
office he so much wanted to retain. He did more than resign; he chose 
his successor, and for the next two years honestly and energetically 
worked for his nomination and election. He acted so because he came to 
the conclusion that if he did not support another candidate, he himself 
would be renominated and elected. Why this act of resignation from a 
man so devoted to expediency? Because he felt obligated by his personal 
promise of November, 1904, because in many important things he was 
a man of principle, and because he was committed to democratic tra¬ 
ditions and institutions. Roosevelt was quite aware of the power of the 
Presidency. He himself had measurably increased that power. “While 
President,” he recalled, “I have been President, emphatically, I have 
used every ounce of power there was in the office. . . He strongly 
felt that the efficiency of the United States government and perhaps 
its very existence depended upon an exceedingly strong Executive. But 
Roosevelt also recognized the dangers to a democracy in granting the 
Executive such unqualified authority as he desired to see reside in the 
Presidency. His solution was to make the power terminable, to follow 
the two-term tradition as it had been handed down to him by his 
predecessors in the office. Roosevelt’s act of abnegation was among his 
greatest contributions to his country.® 

Convinced that he had to select his successor to stop his own nomi¬ 
nation, Roosevelt chose William Howard Taft, his Secretary of War 
and his alter ego during the second term. On the ground of pure ability 
Roosevelt might have preferred Root. But Root’s health was bad, he 
was too closely connected with Wall Street, and perhaps he was too 
conservative for the President’s 1907 tastes. From the moment of Taft’s 
choice in 1906 the whole weight of the President’s office was thrown 
into the balance. At the start of the contest there were other candidates, 
among whom Foraker of Ohio and Knox of Pennsylvania carried hopes 
of the conservatives and Charles Evans Hughes those of more mod¬ 
erate views. But the weight of the federal patronage turned over to 
Taft, and Roosevelt’s towering influence and his skillful maneuvers 
soon had the hopes of the remaining candidates in a permanent eclipse. 

2 Roosevelt to Arthur Hamilton Lee, December 26, 1907; to Cecil Spring- 
Rice, September 17, 1908, Roosevelt MSS. 
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By the time the Republican convention met in June, 1908, the results 
seemed certain except for the possibility that the delegates might ignore 
all their promises and obligations and insist upon Roosevelt’s renonu- 
nation. 



Mother G.O.P, but it wUl seem quiet around the old place after 

Theodore is goncT 


According to plan, the convention nominated Taft on the fi:wt ballot 
But this was almost the only victo.ry that the President and his nominee 
won. Both Roosevelt and Taft had desired cither Senatora B'Cveridge 
or Dolliver for the temporary chairmanship, but the const-^rvatives in¬ 
sisted on one of their own for the position and won. The two also 
wanted a progre^ive for tihe vice-presidential nomination; but since 
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Dolliver and Beveridge both declined that dubious honor^ the choice 
went again to a standpatter, James S. Sherman of New York. Both 
Roosevelt and Taft had ''revised” and "approved” a proposed draft 
of the party platform, and both sent pleas to the convention for its 
passage as drafted. But both the controversial labor injunction and the 
tariff planks were substantially rewritten during the meeting by the 
conservative coalition headed by Senators Aldrich of Rhode Island and 
Crane of Massachusetts and James W. Van Cleave, president of the 
American Manufacturers Association. Instead of limiting the granting 
of injunctions, the party pledged itself to "uphold at all times the au¬ 
thority and the integrity of the courts. . . .” Taft had wanted a 
specific promise to revise the tariff downward, but the most the con¬ 
vention would agree to was a promise of revision without stipulating 
which way the revising process was to be pointed. The remainder of 
the platform, except for a postal-savings-bank proposal, was wholly 
unexceptional and extremely conservative. Although both the candi¬ 
date and the incumbent expressed public satisfaction over the conven¬ 
tion, privately neither man was too happy about the results. As for the 
progressive senators and representatives, they were plainly disgruntled. 
La Follette, whose long list of amendments to the platform had been 
defeated, was openly critical. Dolliver, Cummins, and Beveridge agreed 
with La Follette in private. "If the convention in Chicago had design¬ 
edly attempted to weaken us out here,” Cummins wrote, "it could not 
have been more effective.” The consensus of the press was that the 
President and his friend had won the nomination and had lost every¬ 


thing else.^ 

Since William Randolph Hearst meanwhile had organized his own 
National Independence party, Bryan was left again as the unchallenged 
progressive leader of the Democrats. Over the protests of eastern con¬ 
servatives he was nominated for the third time on a radical platform, 
including an anti-injunction measure, which won the unreserved sup¬ 
port of the American Federation of Labor. The Commoner launched 
his usual vigorous campaign, claiming that he and not Taft was the 
logical heir to extend and perfect the reforms begun by Roosevelt. He 
spoke in favor of the federal ownership of the great interstate railroads. 


^Taft to Wade H. Ellis, June 17, 1908, and to Charles Nagel, June 1, 1908, 
Taft MSS.; Roosevelt to Lodge, June 8, 1908, Roosevdt MSS.; La Follette to 
Dolliver, June 20, 1908, Dolliver MSS.; Dolliver G. M. Dodge, J^ne 24, 
1908 Dodge MSS.; Cummins to Paul A. Ewart, June 27, 1908, Cummins MSS. 
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the dissolution of all trusts controlling 50 per cent or more of the 
American market, government-guaranteed bank deposits, and the grad¬ 
ual abandonment of the protective tariff principle so as to secure a 
tariff for revenue only. His consistent support of labor measures won 
him an official endorsement of the American Federation of Labor, 
which announced that it was being partisan only to labor principles and 
not to a political party. But long before November it was evident that 
Bryan was no longer exciting either the frenzied opposition or the fa¬ 
natical support that he had commanded in 1896 or even in 1900. Be¬ 
fore the election, in an unprecedented move Bryan published the 
amount and sources of his campaign contributions. The totals revealed 
that less than 350 people had given more than $100 to his campaign. 
So small were the Democratic funds that the party’s effort was promptly 
called the “barefoot campaign.” ^ 

If the nation was less than enthusiastic about Bryan, it was certainly 
not pulsating with emotion for the Republican candidate. Perhaps be¬ 
cause he had been chosen by Roosevelt, the party professionals had 
never been too ardent toward Taft even while supporting him. Com¬ 
pared with Roosevelt or even Bryan, the Republican candidate lacked 
personal color. Not a partisan by nature, Taft never convinced himself 
that the nation’s decision would have real significance for the future. 
Both parties, he believed, were trying “to do the same thing,” and the 
only real issue to be decided was which candidate was “the more safely 
to be trusted” with office. Such a spirit was not well calculated to elicit 
brimming enthusiasm from an electorate who had been conditioned 
during the Roosevelt years to expect an election to resemble something 
between a bull fight and a national camp meeting. The candidate did 
promise to work for lower tariff rates, the better control of railroads, 
a postal savings system, and all the Roosevelt policies in general. But 
his lack of fire seemed to make the once-exciting Roosevelt program 
about as dull as a statistical report. The campaign, one Republican pa¬ 
per noted, was “loaded down with cakn.” Roosevelt was worried about 
Taft’s lack of appeal, about labor’s mobilization against the party, 
about Republican finances, about Taft’s campaign managers, and 
about the candidate’s reluctance to “smash into Bryan in effective fash¬ 
ion.” The President worked hard to pump life into the campaign. He 
sent off numerous suggestions to Taft, published a Taft letter without 
his approval, and sent out communiques on campaign issues written 
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by himself. It was a commentary on the campaign that the President’s 
few public activities almost invariably obtained more space in the news¬ 
papers than those of the candidate’s.® 

Explaining the Republican victory of 1908, Elihu Root wrote that 
“it was a vote more against Bryan than for Taft.” Other competent 
political critics felt that Roosevelt had more to do with the results than 
either Taft or Bryan. The truth perhaps lay somewhere in between. 
Although Taft’s plurality was only one-half of Roosevelt’s in 1904, still 
the new President ran well ahead of fellow Republicans in practically 
every state except for a few of the more progressively inclined coinmon- 
wealths in the Middle West. What was especially significant in the 
election was the continued growth in the strength of the Democratic 
party and the success of the so-called progressive Republican candidates 
in the Midwest. The Republicans had not only lost seats in the House 
of Representatives but they had also lost governors in Ohio, Indiana, 
Minnesota, and North Dakota, all of which voted for Taft. In Wis¬ 
consin, Iowa, Nebraska, and even in Kansas self-announced progres¬ 
sive RepubKcans, who had previously defeated conservatives in the 
primaries, were more successful in beating their Democratic rivals. The 
election. The New York Times reported, had been punctuated with 
“independent voting.” A closer analysis of the returns indicated that 
the voter in the Midwest had expressed his independence mostly from 
standpat Republicanism symbolized by the control of Speaker Cannon 
in the House and Aldrich in the Senate.’’ 

WilHam Howard Taft, the President-elect, came from an old, dis¬ 
tinguished, and moderately wealthy Cincinnati, Ohio, family. After 
graduating from the Yale Law School, he entered politics in Ohio, 
where he was almost immediately appointed to the State Superior 
Court to fill an unexpired term. The following year he was elected to 
the position, but he never again ran for a public office, except for the 
Presidency. In succession he was appointed Solicitor General of the 
United States, a judge of the Federal Circuit Court, the president of 
the Philippine Commission, Governor General of the Philippines, and 
Secretary of War. As a judge both in Ohio and on the federal bench 
he won admiration from the nation’s conservatives by his antilabor 


6 Taft to Charles P. Taft, July 11, 1908, to Horace Taft August 24, 1908 
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decisions; as an administrator he was so successful that Roosevelt often 
used him as a sort of an assistant President. Taft was an overlargc man 
of some three hundred pounds^ inclined to placidity, amiability^ and 
the pleasures of talking, playing golf, eating, and sltn^ping. He was a 
simple man, not ambitious, with a trained mind of an unexceptional 
character. He was disposed to the easy, ordered lift* of tlie bench and 
he disliked strife. 

Despite his long record of public service befort^ the campaign, Taft 
was not known too well in many parts of the country. His years on the 
bench and in the Philippines, and liis visits in Panaitia, Caiba, and 
Puerto Rico while Secretary of War had not pcanutttxl tlu' Aitierican 
people too close a view of him. What the public, saw pcu'sonally of him 
during the campaign it liked. He inspired confidence by his very ske. 
He was affable and kindly. And though most of his spee.^ches, which he 
usually read, were long and dull, his inh'ctious laugh and his genial 
nature helped relieve his otherwise undistinguisht^d elforts. The nation 
had reason to believe that he would make an efficient Chie€ Executive 
and a progressive-minded one. He had rc^ctnvtxl tlu' Pn^sidenfs bk^ss- 
ing and he repeatedly remarked that the aim of his administration 
would be to carry out and amplify the Roosevelt policies. *T should be 
untrue ... to my promises ... if I did not make tlu* maintenance 
of those reforms a most important feature of my administration,” he 
declared solemnly at his inaugural Roosevelt pre<lict(xl that except for 
Washington and Lincoln he would make a rexMird comparabk^ to any 
President in history.® 

But as honest, as public-spirited, and as experienced an administrator 
as Taft was, he made at best an indifTerent record in the* White House, 
and his years there were far from happy. One of the chief difficulties 
was that the office demanded too much time and edfort for a man of 
Taft’s personal proclivities. Compared with the Presidents that pre¬ 
ceded and followed him Taft was lazy. He ate too much, he wanted to 
sleep too long, and he much preferred the quieter enjoyments of an in¬ 
timate game of bridge or a legal chat with a few cronies to the ex¬ 
hilaration of the stump or contesting wills with Congress, or crossing 
intellectual rapiers with the press. Throughout his career in Washing¬ 
ton he was always reluctant to leave a game to get back to work, he 
continued to eat his ‘‘normal” breakfast of beefsteak, and he never ac- 
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customed himself to the amount of wining and dining that prevented 
him from getting enough sleep. He made a plaintive remark to his aide 
that there was so much to do and so little time to do it in. The truth 
was that Taft was not particularly interested in many of the things he 
had to do. Everyone, he wrote in late December, 1908, was bored with 
Augusta, Georgia, where he had gone to rest, but himself. Most bored 
was Mrs. Taft, who thought it silly to go to a place that far^from 
Washington where one “could not be in it or know what’s doing.” But 
that was precisely the reason why he liked it. And although the Presi¬ 
dent-elect was certainly entitled to even a six weeks’ rest after a cam¬ 
paign, the lack of an itch to know “what was doing” was portentous.® 

Taft had never really wanted to be President, as he so often candidly 
stated. He was not a pohtician in the ordinary sense. “I don’t like 
politics,” he wrote, “I don’t like the limelight.” He disliked crowds; he 
disliked campaigning. The summer of 1908, he recalled, was “one of 
the most uncomfortable four months of my life.” Taft was really an 
administrator or a jurist. He had made his reputation in these profu¬ 
sions, not by the crowd-pleasing techniques of the professiond poh- 
lician. He had succeeded in politics, he wrote, because of his fath^s 
reputation, because he went to conventions and was faithful to his 
superiors in the party, and because, like every weU-trained Olno 
he always had his “plate the right side up when offices were falling. 

Taft’s chief ambition was to sit on the Supreme Court. Three times 
Roosevelt offered him the opportunity to do so and three ^es he re¬ 
fused, the last declination coming in 1906 because Mrs. Taft was very 
bitterly opposed to it.” Taft was a man who was extremely loyal and 
easily influenced by the people he liked. His wife had had great plans 
for him very early in their common life. She had not wanted him to go 
to the Philippines; the islands were too far away ^e center o 

power. Had he stayed in Washington, she wrote in 1905 he woifld have 
been Secretary of State instead of Root and thus would have been th 
President’s chief adviser. Helen Herron Taft’s main ambition was to 
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make her husband President^ and at times her eagerness caused near 
misunderstandings between Roosevelt and Taft. Even after the Presi¬ 
dent had designated her husband as his heir, Mrs. Taft was suspicious 
of Roosevelt’s good intentions. As late as the convention she was afraid 
that the President was really using her husband as a stalking-horse and 
would come out of the Republican meeting with the nomination. Mrs. 
Taft had the burning ambition that makes Presidents. She liked the 
limelight, the crowds, the official society, the “being in on the know.” 
And she may have had the ability to make Taft a successful Chief 
Executive, Taft thought she was an excellent politician. A month after 
his election he wrote that if he were Chief Justice he would feel per¬ 
fectly at home, but as President he was “just a bit like a fish out of 
water.” However, the President mused, “as my wife is the politician 
and she will be able to meet all the issues, perhaps we can keep a stiff 
upper lip. . . It may have been one of Taft’s great misfortunes that 
his wife could not meet many of the issues. For soon after he entered 
the White House, Helen Taft fell seriously ill, and for most of his term 
the man who did not trust his own political judgment had to look else¬ 
where for advice.^^ 

One of Taft’s lifelong troubles was that he was often persuaded to 
act against his own basic instincts. Taft was a conservative instinc¬ 
tively, emotionally, and ideologically. He revered the law, the judicial 
process, and the order that accompanied it. He respected the past and 
its institutions and disliked change, especially if that change was initi¬ 
ated by political pressure from below. He was not “a lover” of direct 
primaries, he wrote, nor of any devices that would permit the people 
more voice in making fundamental decisions. To him man’s nearest 
approach to justice was the judicial process, which involved facing 
every question “with indifference to every consideration except to reach 
a right and just conclusion, and to preserve the fundamental structure 
of our government as our fathers gave it to us. . . .” He doubted 
whether human nature could be changed much, particularly by the 
state. Roosevelt’s strong faith in state action often puzzled him. He was 
for promoting greater interest in the nation’s children, he wrote in 
1910, but he was extremely doubtful about creating a national chil¬ 
dren’s bureau. He was opposed to unloading such work on the state in 
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principle, and he questioned whether such a bureau would really be 
efficacious in helping children.’^^ 

Taft’s views on the legal rights of organized labor were symptomatic 
of his deeply ingrained conservatism. During the panic of 1893 and 
the Pullman strike he had been as avid for the violent suppression of 
labor as Roosevelt had, hoping that the news that thirty strikers had 
been killed by federal troops was correct. As a member of the judiciary 
he had issued labor injunctions freely, earning the name of “the in¬ 
junction judge.” In the Roosevelt years he had changed his attitude 
somewhat but not profoundly. Whereas Roosevelt, certainly no enemy 
of capital, could argue that labor unions were a part of the evolution 
of modem industry and if controlled properly could be agents of social 
good, Taft’s presuppositions were all against labor and in favor of cap¬ 
ital. He conceded that businessmen were sometimes “arrogant” in their 
dealings with the unions, but he also felt that unions and their sym¬ 
pathizers, almost invariably “socialists,” were willing “to overturn the 
social order.” If violence broke out in any given strike, he assumed 
almost by faith that the unions were almost wholly responsible. In the 
Chicago strike of 1905, in which both sides of the struggle were prob¬ 
ably equally guilty of resorting to violence, Taft wrote that he hoped 
the state troops would be used to “clean out the unions and restore 
order.” Roosevelt was also in favor of the use of troops^ but never once 
did he refer to “cleaning out the unions.” 

In 1908, Taft went on record for limiting labor injunctions, but he 
wrote privately that he was for hedging the limitations about so as 
not to do the slightest damage.” It is interesting to note that Taft never 
energetically supported a labor injunction bill, nor was one passed dur¬ 
ing his term. At the end of the 1908 campaign, he admitted publicly 
that labor had the right to organize and to strike, but, he added, not 
the right “to injure the property or the business of their employers.” 
Later he wrote that neither economic class ought to be favored but 
that each “should stand on an equality before the law.” But the im¬ 
portant point of the statement lay in the assumption that the law as 
then constituted afforded both sides “substantial justice.” In his views 
on organized labor, on the increase of government services and regu- 
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latory powers^ his antitrast attitudeSj and Ms low-tarifF preferences Taft 
reminds one of Grover Cleveland. Taft had been a student of William 
Graham Sumner of Yale. He never entirely divorced himself from his 
teacher’s laissez-faire views.^^ 

If Taft was such a philosopMcal conservative^ how can his wilEng- 
ness to go along with the Roosevelt experiments and adventures be 
explained? Largely by his friendship for Roosevelt; his dtH'p sense of 
loyalty of both a peraonal and party nature, axid by his inclination to 
swim with the tide. During the Roosevelt years he was quitt^. content to 
permit his superior to call the tune just as during his own Presidency 
he was to allow other people to make many of his dt‘cisions for him. 
These characteristics made him a loyal administrator but a poor Presi¬ 
dent. Since Taft was neither adventurous nor creative, many of his 
ideas reflected those of the dominant pe^ople who immediately sur¬ 
rounded him. Until 1909 he had taken on much of the idt^ological color 
of the magnetic and persuasive Roosevelt. When that polar influence 
was removed, Taft chose advisers who more accurately reflected his 
own basic views. During all the years Taft was a memlier of the Roose¬ 
velt administration he scarcely corresponde^d or socially mingled with 
a person of the so-called progressive tendencies. Save for Roosevelt his 
friends were drawn from the conservative side of Congress, the bench, 
and official society. The habit was to continut^ throughout the cam¬ 
paign of 1908 and throughout his Presidericy. Many of Roosevtdt’s as- 
sociatiions, of course, had nec<^ssarily been with the* same* class of pt^ople. 
But both Roosevelt’s correspondence and dinntn* lists had rang<xl prac¬ 
tically through the spectrum of politics, Taft ha<l ft^w personal and 
political relations with reformers and prognsssives. The. fact was that 
he disliked them and distrusted them even before his term began. 

A portion of Taft’s distaste for the left-of-center representatives in 
the party may have com(‘ from his realization that most of them pre¬ 
ferred a third term for Roosevedt. In 1907 '‘I'aft was annoyed by a 
Roosevelt letter which indicated that Senators Bourne, La Follette, and 
Beveridge had been urging a third term. After his nomination he was 
not sure that such people would support, him. They might vote for 
Bryan, he wrote, since many of Romevelt’s followers thought that Bryan 
and not he was ‘‘the legitimate successor of Hooscwc^lt ” no matter what 
Roc^evelt himself said. On the eve of the campaign he predicted that 
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La Follette and ■Cummins ■would be critical of his speeches for not be¬ 
ing radical enough. But the clearest indication of the workings of the 
candidate’s mind came from a letter he wrote to Root urging him to 
bus-y himself with a campaign to support the selection of conservative 
Republican senators. Unless the Republican state legislatures selected 
a preponderance of conservative senators, Taft was fearful that the 
“Bryan wing” of the Republican party, among which he included La 
Follette, Cummins, Bristow, Cra-wford, Bourne, and Bro-vvn, would so 
increase its following in the coming elections that “it would not be very 
long until the large Republican Senatorial majority would be wiped 
out.” Months before Taft took office he had mentally separated the 
progressive Republicans from the party, designating them as potential 
troublemakers and party deserters. Whereas Roosevelt had identified 
himself during the last two years of office with the “left center,” Taft 
began by preferring the right. Since the country was obviously still 
mo^ving toward the left and since Taft had promised to pursue Roose¬ 
velt’s objectives, the situation in the Republican party became an in¬ 
teresting compound of unstable and conflicting elements.’-® 

“I need a Cabinet of as many experienced la^wyers as I can get . . .” 
Taft wrote to his newly appointed Secretary of State, Phitoder C. 
Knox, as he was trying in late December to put together his official 
family. He did not want “impish people” or “troublemakers,” nor did 
he want to appoint Jews or Catholics just because of their religious 
qualifications. Roosevelt’s function, he felt, had been to preach reform 
and his was to enact it. Therefore he wanted corporation la^wyers who 
understood corporate wealth since they were the people “best^fitted 
to do this without injury to the business interests of the country.” Taft 
ended up with five corporation lawyers in his Cabinet, even though he 
was sure that he would be criticized for his selections. Together -with 
Knox, Taft selected Franklin MacVeagh, a former anti-Bryan Demo¬ 
crat and a Chicago banker, as his Secretary of the Treasury; an old- 
time friend, railroad attorney, and another erstwhile Democrat, Jacob 
Dickinson, as Secretary of War; Frank H. Hitchcock, Taffs campaign 
manager, was made Postmaster General; George W. Wickersham, a 
New York corporation la-wyer, Attorney General; and Charles Nagel of 
St. Louis, an ardent supporter in the campaign, Secretary of Commerce 
and Labor. James Wilson of Iowa was continued as Secretary of Agn- 
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culture and George von L. Meyer, the Postmaster General under 
Roosevelt, was now Secretary of tht Navy, Both 'Tama Jim” Wilson 
and Meyer were of conservative persuasion. The group, in fact, con¬ 
tained no refonners or progressives. 

It was largely a Cabinet of Taft’s own making. He had talked with 
Knox about his selections, with Aldrich and with Nelson Cromwell of 
Panama fame, but he had said veiy little to Roosevelt or to the other 
party leaders. After the elections he had told Roosevelt that he intended 
to keep most of his predecessor’s appointments in ofllc€‘. At another 
time he had given Roosevelt to understand that he probably would 
retain both Garfield and Straus. But as the chips finally fc'll in place 
neither man was kept. Taft explained that he had not kept Garfield 
because he ''knew him,” and Straus, he believed, had not been a good 
administrator. Even Roosevelt’s one direct suggi^stion that his personal 
secretary, Loeb, be appointed temporarily so as to aid Iiiju in getting a 
good position outside tht* government was turmul down as smacking 
too much of manipulation "for pcu-sonal rc^asons,” The incoming Presi¬ 
dent did offer Theodore E. Burton of Ohio a |)ost. Burton had been 
one of his chief early supporters and had nominated him at the conven¬ 
tion, But Burton was also seeking the senatorship, his ehi<‘f competitor 
for the position being Charles Taft, the Presidt^nfs l)rother. Burton 
declined, as did Root and Lodge, the office of Secretary of Stat<\ Even 
so Taft’s Cabinet was a relatively strong mug bigua' than most Rt^publi- 
can Cabinets of the past. If it was criticized for being overstocked with 
corporation lawyers, it was perhaps no mon^ conservative than Roosc;- 
velt’s first official group. Perhaps the only really strange thing about it 
was the way it was made, Taft had asktrl for precious littk* advice 
from the powerful party membtr*s and hc^ had practically ignored the 
President, Roosevelt apparently had no voice in Tuft’s dediherations 
and knew nothing about the final selections until after they were 
made.^® 

Some years after Taft had left the Presidency he strongly criticized 
Roosevelt for interfering in the legislative process, where, he felt, the 
President had no legal powers. Strangely enough, Taft started his term 
in office by intervening in the affairs of the House in a far more drastic 
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and comprehensive way than Roosevelt ever had. He attempted to un¬ 
seat Speaker Cannon, replace him with a man more congenial to his 
views, and at the same time change the rules of the House, clipping the 
Speaker’s power. Under the existing rules the Speaker was empowered 
to name all the committees of the House, including the famous Rules 
Committee of which he himself was a member. His power of selection 
gave him enormous influence over legislation in itself. But his power 
was augmented by his position on the Rules Committee, since this body 
of five members had to report a rule for each piece of legislation before 
it was moved to the floor, a rule that stipulated the conditions under 
which the bill would be debated. If the Speaker was sufflciently op¬ 
posed to a particular bill, it had little chance of even getting a place on 
the calendar, to say nothing of passage. 

Taft did not start the campaigns either to dethrone the Speaker or to 
change the rules of the House. He was consistent in his support of 
neither, his vacillation leading to the charge that he had led his troops 
to battle and then had disappeared. There is no question that he 
initially gave the progressive Republicans who were opposed both to 
Cannon and the rules reason for thinking that he would support them. 
During the campaign of 1908 Taft complained that the greatest burden 
he had to carry was Cannonism, which was synonymous with “reac- 
tionaryism.” He had never liked Cannon personally and thought of him 
as “dirty and vulgar.” And when Cannon opposed his desired planks 
in the Republican platform pledging the party to tariff revision down¬ 
ward and a limitation of labor injunctions, Taft wrote to Roosevelt that 
the Speaker would “have to go.” Both Roosevelt and Root urged cau¬ 
tion on the candidate. But in November, after Gannon had made a 
high-tariff speech, Taft took the bit in his teeth. He had already for¬ 
mulated a plan to call an extra session of Congress to revise the tariff, 
and he was delighted with the news that at least a dozen Republican 
congressmen would not vote for Cannon as Speaker and that three 
times that number were favorable to a revision of the dictatorial House 
rules. He enthusiastically informed Roosevelt of the progress in the 
movement to bring Cannon down and pledged that if by helping he 
could secure the Speaker’s defeat he would do so. Again Roosevelt 
urged caution, doubting that Cannon could be defeated. He feared that 
Taft’s campaign might only result in the disaster of creating a hostile 
and sullen floor leader. But the President-elect went on with his plan, 
making it known rather generally in both liberal and conservative wings 
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of the party that he was opposed to the re-election of the Speaker. 
Apparently a formal statement of opposition to Csinnon was prepared 
by Representative Burton and circulated among the party leaders. 
Upon receiving the statement Root was distressed. He doubted that 
Cannon could be beaten and warned the President-elect that he could 
not beat him with Burton. When Taft received similar advice from 
other party leaders, he gave in. By December he was admitting that 
Cannon probably would have to be elected. But he felt that his r-am . 
paign had made the Speaker amenable both to tariff le^slation and 
to a change in House procedures. “I am very hopeful,” he told William 
Cromwell, “that we shall secure a change of rules so that Cannon shall 
not be sole tyrant in the House.” 

Independent of Taft, but certainly heartened by his .actions, a group 
of insurgent Republican congressmen led by G(‘orge W. Ntirris of Ne¬ 
braska, Victor Murdock of Kansas, and Augustus P. Gardner of Massa¬ 
chusetts had met meanwhile and determined to oppose Cannonism at 
the start of the next Congress. In March, 1909, thirty Republican con¬ 
gressmen refused to sit in the party c.auc.us, which would have {jledgecl 
them to vote for the existing rules. Since the Republican party con¬ 
trolled the House by a majority of only some forty v<gt“s, it app(*ared 
as if the President’s desire to curb Cannon was to b«i fulfilled. But the 
tough old Speaker would not go down without a struggle. On March 9 
Cannon, Senator Aldrich, and Chairman Payne of the House Ways 
and Means Committee called at the White House* ami (ilainly told 
Taft that if the Speaker was defeated on the rules, th<i Pre.sid(*nt’s plan 
for tariff revision at that session would be imperiltHl. If, on the other 
hand, Taft supported the party organization, tlu; thn'c men |)romised 
to abide by the platfonn and follow his “lead.” Since it was a question 
of 30 against 180, there was little the President could do hut to “depre¬ 
cate” the insurrection. As much as he sympathized with the insurgent 
principles, he remarked, for the sake of his h'gislative program ht* had 
to persuade them to support the organization. After the tariff bill had 
been passed the issue could be fought out. SubsiKjuently, with the 
President’s help and with some Tammany Democratic votes purchased 
by the promise of tariff favors, Gannon was again srtlected S|M*aker and 
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the rales of the House remained unchanged. Portentous of future dis¬ 
aster, however, thirty-one Republicans had voted with the minority on 
the rales, and twelve, all from the Middle West, had cast their votes 
against the re-election of Gannon. Taft was aware that he was ‘hinder 
suspicion” by the rebels, but he felt that the solution of the struggle 
was “extremely satisfactory” and boded well for a successful revision 
of the tariff.^® 

During the tariff debate, however, Taft felt that Cannon had not 
strictly lived up to his pledge to support the platform promise. Irritated 
by the Speaker, once more he let it be known that he favored a change 
in the House leadership. He was willing, he wrote to Root, Knox, and 
other party luminaries, “to have it understood that my attitude is one 
of hostility to Cannon and the whole crowd. . . .” But the thirty or so 
House insurgents were once more mystified and angered by the Presi¬ 
dent’s devious course. Just as Taft was again stepping up his literary 
campaign against Cannon, the Speaker and the official party were tak¬ 
ing retaliatory measures against the insurgents. By the lists of the new 
House Committee released in December, the insurgent leaders were 
deprived of their most choice committee assignments. And in January, 
1910, the Republican Congressional Campaign Committee announced 
that it would officially oppose insurgency in the coming primary elec¬ 
tions and advocate the nomination and the election of “straight” or 
'‘loyal” Republicans. The President denied that he had approved the 
campaign letter. But it was only a short time afterward that a number 
of the insurgents reported they were no longer being blessed with 
presidential patronage. In a sharp interchange of letters Taft denied 
to George Norris that he was using the patronage to help Gannon. But 
he did admit that he was stopping it where it was being used “to hurt 
the Republican Administration and its policies.” He had the most re¬ 
liable information, he concluded, that his appointing power in many 
congressional districts was being used “to fortify the opponents of the 
administration and opponents of the declared policy of the Republican 
party.” What the President meant was explained more fully to an 
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Indianapolis publisher. The House insurgents, along with the so-called 
progressives in the Senate, he wrote, had voted against the tariff; they 
were supporting Pinchot against Ballinger, and they were proposing 
crippling amendments to the administration's railroad measure thm 
before Congress. He could only conclude that they were opposed to 
the administration, whereas Cannon had helped it most of the time. 
He did not like Cannon or his control in the House, but he would not 
harm those who were trying to pass his legislation or help those trying 
to defeat it. Thus the President again had shifted course abruptly and 
agadn had chosen to steer toward the right.*^^ 

Undismayed by these presidential vagaries, the insurgents, under the 
leadership of George Norris of Nebraska, again cluillengc'd the Spt^aker 
at the opening of the new session of Congn\ss in Marcli, 1910. This 
time they were partially successful in a dramatic sessi<m of tlie House 
which lasted through thirty-six continuous hours. A Democratic-insur¬ 
gent coalition voted down a ruling from the Sptniker and wtuit on to 
adopt new rules for the body which enlarged the Rules Committee from 
five to fifteen members, made them elt‘cted by tlu^ Hous(* instead of 
appointed by the Speakeir, and excluded tht^ Speak(U" frotti number- 
ship. Although Cannon was not removed from his cliair, tlu^ powcu' of 
the Speaker over legislation was definitely limited. Even the moderate 
Republican papers rejoiced at the event, the New York jyibum re¬ 
marking that the true victor in the affair was not tlu* insurgeutts but 
the Republican party. The President, unfortimatt^ly, rcH'eived no felici¬ 
tations. For his share in the uprising against Cannon he received the 
deep mistrust of some thirty Republican meunbtu’s of the Housc\ most 
of whom came from the Midwest, the home of the; party and the 
section necessary to its continued dominance,*^ 

Of all the campaign promises the President made, he was probably 
most serious about his efforts to reduce the tariff rat<‘s. Sinc.e his college 
days an advocate of lower rates, Taft had virtually forced the party to 
consider revision against the inclinations of most of its leaders. While 
in the Philippines he had appealed for compk^te free trade between 
the islands and the mainland. Coming home, hc^ coruinuetl tlu* effort 
and at the very start of his campaign for the Republican nomination, 
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against Roosevelt’s advice, he called for ^‘a sizable reduction” in the 
existing Dingley rates. Taft was obviously disconcerted by the Republi¬ 
can Convention’s reluctance to pledge the party for revision down¬ 
ward, and a part of his anger at Gannon was due to the Speaker’s 
post-election remarks deprecating the possibility for a sizable reduction. 
In the tariff hearings following the election he felt that consumers’ 
representatives should have a voice and cheered the remarks of An¬ 
drew Carnegie, who astounded the high protectionists by arguing that 
the major industries no longer needed protection since they were able 
to undersell the most efficient of their foreign competitors. Once 
elected, Taft publicly announced his intention to call a special session 
of Congress immediately after his inauguration for the sole purpose of 
considering revisions in the Dingley tariff rates.^^ 

Tariff revision encountered surprisingly little difficulty in the House. 
The Payne bill was introduced on the floor during the third day of the 
session and within less than a month it had passed by a strict party 
vote. The House rates were not as low as the President would have 
liked, but he felt they represented “substantial reductions.” Then on 
April 12, Senator Aldrich introduced a revised bill in the Senate, re¬ 
marking as he did so that the Senate committee had made more reduc¬ 
tions in the rates than had the House. The Aldrich bill contained over 
eight hundred amendments to the House rates, and it was soon ap¬ 
parent that most of the changes were in an upward direction. Upon 
reading the Aldrich bill, Mr. Dooley congratulated the poor senators, 
“steamin’ away under the majestic tin dome of the capitol,” trying to 
reduce the tariff to a weight at which it could stand on the same plat¬ 
form with the President without endangering his life. The Aldrich 
amendments, he predicted, would make living easy that year since the 
senator from Rhode Island had thoughtfully left curling stones, false 
teeth, canary-bird seed, hog bristles, and silkworm eggs on the free list. 
“Th’ new Tariff Bill,” he concluded, “put these familyar commodyties 
within th’ reach iv all.” Specifically, the rates had been boosted sharply 
on many products fabricated of iron and steel, on ferrous metals, tex¬ 
tiles, and lumber. The existing rates were restored on a good many raw 
materials placed on the free list by the House, and a provision for an 
inheritance tax, also passed by the House, had been struck out. Taft 

22 Taft to Roosevelt, August 6, 1907, Taft MSS.; Andrew Carnegie, “My 
Experience with and Views upon the Tariff,” Century, LXXVII (1908), 196— 
205. 






244 


THE ERA OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT 


was aghast at the ‘'ridiculous increases,” as were most of the party 
newspapers throughout the Midwest, a great number of which urged 
their senators and representative to unite with the President to over¬ 
throw the eastern cabal headed by the Rhode Island senator.^^ 

The group of Midwestern senators, who were already becoming 
known as progressives and who claimed they were acting in the spirit 
of the Roosevelt tradition, needed little urging to oppose the Aldrich 
rates. Forming the nucleus of this group were Robert La Follette of 
Wisconsin, Jonathan Dolliver and Albert Cummins of Iowa, Albert J. 
Beveridge of Indiana, Moses Clapp of Minnesota, and Joseph L. Bris¬ 
tow of Kansas. Voting with them on the tariflF schedules more often 
than not were Norris Brown and Elmer Burkett of Nebraska, Elnute 
Nelson of Minnesota, Coe Crawford of South Dakota, and William E. 
Borah of Idaho. Dolliver and Beveridge were veterans of the Senate, 
but the rest had come to the upper house since 1906. There was a re¬ 
markable similarity about the group. Not one had been educated in 
an eastern imiversity; most had graduated from their own state insti¬ 
tutions. All of them, except for Beveridge, were extremely parochial in 
their outlook. They were and remained provincial most of their lives. 
All of them came from states normally Republican, but primarily de¬ 
voted to agriculture or to the extractive industries. A good many of 
them. La Follette, Cummins, Bristow, and Crawford, to name the more 
prominent, had won their way to the Senate over the opposition of the 
official party organizations in their states, an opposition aroused either 
because of their impetuous demands for office or because of their anti- 
corporation, pro-democratic programs. These newcomers had a long 
history of rebellion. Individualistic and uncompromising, they readily 
joined Dolliver and Beveridge, who had already shown signs of inde¬ 
pendence from the party directorate in the Senate. By April, 1909, La 
Follette, Dolliver, Cummins, Bristow, Beveridge, and Clapp had agreed 
to common opposition. Systematically allotting individual parts of the 
Aldrich bill to particular members of the group, they mastered the 
complexities of the intricate schedules and, beginning on May 4, took 
the floor of the Senate to launch perhaps the most destructive criticism 
of high tariffs that had been made by the elected representatives of the 

23 Taft to Horace D. Taft, June 27, 1909, Taft MSS.; Congressional Record, 
XLIV, 61st Congress, 1st Session, pt. 2, pp. 1332 fi. For more extended 
discussions of the tariff struggle, see George E. Mowry, Theodore Roosevelt and 
the Progressive Movement (Madison, Wis., 1946), pp. 45—65; Claude G. 
Bowers, Beveridge and the Progressive Era (Boston, 1932), p. 330. 
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Republican party. Most of their remarks were directed to the tariff, 
but in their obiter dicta they drew a sharp line between themselves and 
the regular party organization. They referred to themselves as progres¬ 
sives, called their opponents reactionary tools of the trusts and eastern 
corporations, spoke in Roosevelt’s name, and called upon Taft for aid 
in keeping the party true to its and the President’s own promises.^^ 

Again Taft was in a quandary. Should he go along with the small 
minority of his party in the Senate who agreed with him on the par¬ 
ticular matter under debate? Or should he support Aldrich and the 
organization, who reflected the views of the great majority of Republi¬ 
can senators? For a short time he attempted to follow the early Roose¬ 
velt pattern of working both sides of the street and crossing it when 
necessary. During April and May, progressive senators were invited to 
the White House for conferences and felt for a time that the President 
was with them. On occasions Taft thought about appealing to the peo¬ 
ple and occasionally talked about vetoing the bill if it was not up to his 
campaign promises. He might also have used patronage and he might 
have resorted to some of the tricks which Roosevelt had used prac¬ 
tically to blackmail members of Congress with a threatening wave of 
public opinion. But Taft had neither the skill nor the inclination to 
play such a complex game for long. He lacked the catlike political 
touch of Roosevelt and he was personally disinclined to thunder pub¬ 
licly against the malefactors of great wealth, accusing them of thwart¬ 
ing the people’s will. He had, moreover, constitutional scruples about 
interfering too much in the legislative process. “I have no disposition,” 
he told Aldrich, “to exert any other influence than that which it is my 
function under the Constitution to exercise. . . .” In the end he be¬ 
came convinced that Aldrich, whom he had first suspected of duplicity, 
was sincerely trying to get as much reduction as was possible from the 
majority members, each committed to high tariffs for most of then 
local products. For the welfare of the party as well as the success of his 
own reform program, he concluded that it was better to remain with 
the party organization than to “have personal popularity. 

Gradually Taft’s opinions changed about a number of things, about 
Aldrich and the controlling group in the Senate, about the progressives, 
and about the nature of the tariff bill itself. By the first of June he was 
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convinced that if he could get the best features of both the House and 
the Senate bills, the end product would represent a substantial revision 
downward. Since both Cannon and Aldrich had agreed to permit him 
to “exert great influence” on the actions of the Conference Committee 
which would have to resolve the differences between the two houses, 
he was reasonably confident that he could secure what he desired. The 
President’s dislike of the Speaker grew after Cannon had packed the 
House membership of the conference committee with high-tariff men. 
Cannon, he exploded, had not played fair with him. But his confidence 
in Aldrich increased rapidly. They became very “good friends,” Taft 
admitted, despite their differences on individual rates. The two men 
found they liked each other, and soon, when he was not praising Aid- 
rich, Taft was finding excuses for him. On the whole, he wrote his 
brother, Aldrich had prepared “a very scientific tariff bill.” The Aid- 
rich bill had major defects, the President admitted, but he was sure 
that its author had had to consent to many raises in rates, especially 
“to a lot of fool increases in agricultural products,” to get the bill 
passed. He was confident that Aldrich would help him remove such 
errors in the Conference Committee.^® 

After a long battle, the President succeeded in getting a number of 
reductions in the Conference Committee. Although the final product 
was closer to the high Senate rates than to those of the House, it did 
contain, thanks largely to Taft’s intervention, substantial reductions 
on hides, iron ore, coal, and oil, as well as on cottons, and on boots 
and shoes. The compromise bill also provided for the establishment of 
a tariff commission and a federal tax on corporations engaged in inter¬ 
state business. 

According to the President, the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill, as it finally 
emerged from the Conference Committee of the two houses, was “really 
a good bill” and one which he thought could be defended “as a revi¬ 
sion substantially downward.” Neither the progressive Republicans then 
nor scholars writing since agreed with Taft. Although there is still 
much debate over the precise effect of the bill, it is reasonably clear 
that it made little change in the over-all degree of protection afforded 
domestic products. It was a high-tariff measure, and if it did anything 
it helped eastern industry at the expense of the producers of raw ma- 

26 Taft to Mrs. Taft, June 11, July 22, 27, 1909; to Horace Taft, June 27, 
1909; to J. D. Brannan, June 29, 1909; and to Charles P. Taft, July 13, August 
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terials in the West and the South. Ex-Senator Foraker, one of the most 
ardent high protectionists, could see nothing objectionable in the 
Payne-Aldrich Act. The remark of a Maine congressman that Massa¬ 
chusetts had never gone away from Washington “with more in her 
craw” was substantially correct. It was “an eastern-made bill made to 
protect eastern products,” the regular Republican James S. Clarkson 
remarked, and paradoxically the President, by insisting on free raw 
materials, had helped along that cause. This, among other reasons, 
explained why seven progressive Republican senators and twenty rep¬ 
resentatives from the Middle West voted against the measure.^^ 

Taft had never associated with or had much respect for the type of 
Middle Western Republicans known by 1909 as progressives. Before the 
elections of 1908 he had viewed them as possible disrupters of the party. 
During the tariff debate, especially after his understanding with Aid- 
rich, his dislike of them steadily increased. Their methods, he felt, were 
obnoxious, particularly their “yelping and snarling” at Cannon and 
Aldrich, which they insisted upon “as a mark of loyalty to the Roose¬ 
velt policies.” As a group they were “pretty stupid” and inclined to be 
“rather forward.” As individuals they were worse. La Follette, he felt, 
was habitually given “to false and misleading statements.” Dolliver and 
Cummins were “demagogues” and Beveridge was “self-centered, self- 
absorbed.” After they had voted against the tariff bill, Taft was dis¬ 
posed to view them as enemies. They were no longer Republicans, but 
rather “assistant Democrats.” 

Had the division between the Middle Western Republicans and the 
President been simply over a personal issue or even over the tariff 
schedules, the results would not have been so critical for the party. But 
the gulf that separated them was far more significant. During the 
tariff debates the progressives had steadily attacked Cannon and Aid- 
rich as being the personal legislative representatives of big business 
interests which, they claimed, really dominated the party and Congress. 
Thus the two congressional leaders became symbols throughout the 
Middle West, symbols of the monopolistic railroads, of the trusts, and 


27 Taft to E. F. Baldwin, July 29, 1909, and to Mrs. Taft, July 30, 1909, 
Taft MSS.; Everett Walters, Joseph Benson Foraker, An Uncompromising 
Republican (Columbus, Ohio, 1948), p. 290; Clarkson to Grenville M. Dodge 
September 17, 1909, Dodge MSS.; Frank W. Taussig, The Tariff History of 

the United States (New York, 1909), pp. 36l-4:0Q. 
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of high finance. To the small businessmen, the farmers, and the artisams 
of the midlands they came to personify the evils that had afflicted 
American society during the past decades, the sky-high railroad rates, 
the burgeoning monopoUes, the rotten food sold by the Chicago pack¬ 
ers, and the corrupt finance. These evils were all due, they believed, to 
“the malefactors of great wealth,” as Roosevelt had trumpeted across 
the country, and to their legislative representative, Aldrich and Can¬ 
non, whom Dolliver and La Follette and their friends had attacked. 
The proof was in Aldrich’s and Cannon’s betrayal of the party pledge 
to revise industrial protection downward. Instead, “the mother of 
trusts,” the tariff, had been kept largely at its previous levels on manu¬ 
factured goods. The major re\dsions downward had been on the raw 
products of the Middle West. This adding injury to insult was enough; 
the section was in revolt With almost one accord the great newspapers 
of the area, the Chicago Tribune, the Des Moines Register and Leader, 
the Kansas City Star, demanded that Aldrich and his “trust serving” 
senators be driven out of command of the party even if that meant 
civil war. To underscore the point a state-wide convention of “progres¬ 
sive Republicans” met in Des Moines, Iowa, to hear the state’s two 
senators and to lay plans for the overthrow of the party organization. 
TTiis was the first time Aat the adjective “progressive” was used to 
qualify an official Republican gathering in the Middle West, and this 
in the state that Dolliver had once proudly boasted would remain loyal 
to the Republican party undl hell went Methodist.*® 

Roosevelt had been quite aware of the rising unrest in the corn and 
wheat country. If the party was to have trouble before the election of 
1908, he observed, it would come from the West. Peculiarly enough, 
the Middle Westem-bom Taft discounted the section’s feelings. He be¬ 
lieved that the “so-called progressives,” as he dt^ignated them, had no 
real standing with the voters and that the newspaptirs, angered because 
they had not received free print paper in the tariff bill, were simply 
practicing "yellow journalism.” During September and October the 
President gave public voice to these viem He was scheduled to make 
a transcontinental speaking tour, the results of which he recognized 
would be critical for the succe^ of his administration. Taft hat«l to 
make speeches and disliked even more preparing for them. Their de¬ 
livery frightened him. He confessed that he did not know “exactly what 

Mowry, Roosevelt and the Progressive Movement, pp. 65 ff. 
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to say or how to say it.” During August he played golf in the mornings 
instead of working, and he left his summer residence in Beverly, Massa¬ 
chusetts, for the tour without one prepared speech and with ‘‘a barren¬ 
ness of ideas,” he admitted, that gave him a pallor every time he 
thought of the trip ahead.®^ 

The President started his crucial tour by closely identifying himself 
with Aldrich. In Boston he described the Rhode Islander as “the real 
leader of the Senate,” whose chief concern was the welfare of the na¬ 
tion and the happiness of the people at large. Next, at Winona, Minne¬ 
sota, he defended James Tawney, a standpatter and a high-tariff 
member of the House. At Winona he also addressed himself directly 
to the Payne-Aldrich Act. In a speech he had prepared the day before 
on the train, he defended the supporters of the bill, attacked its critics, 
and ended by describing the measure as “the best tariff act” that 
had ever been passed. During the rest of his autumn trip the President 
had lavish praise for many regular Republicans, including such con¬ 
servatives as Senators Smoot of Utah and Carter of Montana. Although 
his itinerary took him through Wisconsin, Minnesota, Iowa, and Kan¬ 
sas, he failed to utter one public word about any Republican who had 
voted against the Payne-Aldrich Act. La Follette, Clapp, Dolliver, 
Cummins, and Bristow, the press noted, were not even invited to take 
the customary ride on the presidential train.^^ 

Until the address at Winona very little public criticism had been 
leveled against Taft, The progressives had confined their bitter re¬ 
marks to private occasions and the Middle Western Republican press 
had remained silent. After Winona, however, a sharp change occurred. 
The President, the Des Moines Register and Leader stated, had chosen 
his side. Apparently, he was for Aldrich and Cannon for the East and 
for the monopolistic corporations, and against the land of his birth, the 
Middle West. Roosevelt, the newspaper observed, could have the 1912 
nomination for the asking.®^ 


BO Taft to W. H. Miller, July 13, 1909; to W. D. Foulke, July 15, 1909? to 
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CHAPTER 13 


The Progressive Rehellim 


H ad the Ballinger-Pinchot conservation controversy of 1909-10 
simply involved Taft’s Secretary of the Interior and Roosevelt’s 
personal friend at the head of the Forestry Bureau in the Department 
of Agriculture, the squabble, like so many such in politics, might soon 
have been forgotten. But the argument between the two men quickly 
developed into a clash that made national headlines for months, a clash 
between progressives and conservatives, between the anti-Roosevelt 
people and the ex-President’s friends, between conservationists and 
anticonservationists. In the first instance much of this was due to Gif¬ 
ford Pinchot. 

By law the Interior Department was responsible for the administra¬ 
tion of all public lands; of effecting transfers from the public domain 
to private ownership; of reserving, under congressional authority, na¬ 
tional forests and parks; and of prescribing rules and regulations for 
the preservation and exploitation of the national reserves. Its relations 
with the Bureau of Forestry, located in the Agriculture Department 
and charged with the preservation and administration of the national 
forests, have thus been traditionally intimate and often vexatious. Un¬ 
der Roosevelt, relations between the two agencies were superb largely 
because both Pinchot and Secretary of the Interior James R. Garfield 
were friends as well as intimates of the President, with whom they 
played tennis almost weekly. 

Admittedly Gifford Pinchot was something of a zealot, a “Sir Gala- 
had of the woodlands,” as Harold Ickes referred to him years after¬ 
ward. Admittedly also he was predisposed to dislike Richard Achilles 
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Ballinger, who as Taft’s appointee had taken the place of his friend, 
Garfield, as Secretary of Interior. Garfield had wanted to stay on in 
Taft’s Cabinet and Pinchot, who had ambitions of his own to become 
Secretary of Agriculture, had very much wanted him to stay. Both 
Garfield and Pinchot were intensely disappointed when Ballinger was 
selected. And the closing of the White House doors after March 4, 
1909, after he had been so welcome there before, must have offended 
Pinchot’s sensitive and ambitious nature, and inclined hiin to see 
threats against the Roosevelt-Garfield-Pinchot conservation polides out 
of aU real proportions. Pinchot was, no doubt, an intensely prejudiced 
man. But not all the threats against his sacred forests were products of 
his imagination. A good many, perhaps most, wealthy Westerners had 
been fervently opposed to Roosevelt’s conservation policies. A number 
of western senators and their powerful constituents were still smarting 
from Roosevelt’s withdrawal of millions of acres of potentially rich 
mining, lumber, and grazing lands before he had to capitulate to the 
legislative mandate barring the creation of all future reservations vvith- 
out the express consent of Congress. Many of them were still in¬ 
dignant over the method by which Pinchot and Garfield had with¬ 
drawn hundreds of water-power sites by designating them as needed 
ranger stations. Roosevelt’s great popularity and party loyalty had 
silenced a direct attack upon him. But Pinchot, a wealthy, educated 
Easterner, was an ideal substitute, and “Pinchotism” became an emo¬ 
tional epithet in the West even while Roosevelt was President. Now 
that he had gone and a western man was Secretary of the Interior, 
the time had come to overthrow the “accursed Pinchotism and throw 
open the public domain,” thereby ensuring the survival of traditional 
western individualism against the threat of eastern socialism. The 
Qiimmpr of 1909 saw the birth of two organizations, the National 
Domain League in Colorado and the Western Conservation League 
in Spokane, Washington. The stated purpose of the Colorado organi¬ 
zation was to restore the rights of farmers, stockmen, and miners in 
the national domain, which the League claimed had been usurped by 
the Forest Service. The Spokane organization was opposed to “bureauc¬ 
racy, government ownership and centralization.” It proposed to de¬ 
stroy “Federal tenantry” by supporting a state conservation movement 
which would “free” the natural resources from the clutches of the 
eastern Socialists. Among its chief supporters were Washington’s 
governor, Marion E. Hay; the state’s two senators, Samuel H. Piles 
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and Wesley L. Jones; and Erastus Brainerd, editor of the Seattle 
Post-Intelligencer. All of these men were conservative Republicans 
all were more or Im opposed to the federal cotiservation policv” 
and all were political friends of Ballinger. Brainerd, tht' most vocal 5 
the anticonservationists, had in fact l«-en Ba!ling*n’s most consistent 
supporter since he had entered politics. As Icmg a.H BtiHinger was Secre- 
tary of the Interior, one of Bratnerd’s employee’s held a jKwition in the 
Interior Department and reported tack the news to his bass in Seattle. 
Ballinger had been a most .succe.s.sful mayor of Seattkf bt*fore coming 
to the nation’s capital in 1907 as Clommissioner of the Land Office. He 
resigned that office in 1908 after stwing well and hatl g«me back to 
practicing law in Seattle, from where he was recalled as Sticrctarv of 
the Interior by Taft.' ^ 

Balhnger had not been long in his new office until he called to the 
President’s attention Garfield’s and Pinchot’s wholesale withdrawal of 
^tei’-powr sites as ranger stations, arguing that their actions were 
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about the time BallingtT also chargt'd that the Bureau of Recla¬ 
mation mder Roosevelt had gro.ssly exceixled its l«‘gal authority by 
co^itting itself to plans for current and future works, the costs d 
which far exceeded existing funds. In both itwtattees, I’aft agreed with 
the conclusions of his S^retary, ordering him to return the wata?- 
power sites to the public domain until each site eotdd be specifically in- 
vestigated by geologists, and to “put the lm‘aks down” «n the Redama- 
don Service until Congress met. 'I’aft observe'd that (Jarfield had “gone 
limitation.s” and Pinehot anti hh fellow “transcenden- 
talists m the Reclamation Service had permitted their enthusiasm to 
^ mem into lawle^nes. At the President’s tlirection, Ballinger re¬ 
turned more than a million acres of land to the public domain and 
n-ff J further expenditures by the Reclamation Stwice.* 
Cnfford Pinchot was not slow in crittrizing Ballinger’s activitie.s, and 
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in early August^ at a Spokane Conservation League meeting, he virtu¬ 
ally charged the Secretary of the Interior with being an enemy of 
Roosevelt’s conservation policies. As a result of a conference Pinchot had 
with an investigator of the General Land Office, Louis Russell Glavis, 
the complicated issue of the Cunningham claims became an important 
part of the developing controversy. The Cunningham claims, held by 
a group of Seattle men, some of whom were Ballinger’s friends, were 
on the national domain and comprised about 15 per cent of the Bering 
River coal fields in Alaska. Back in 1907 Ballinger, as Commissioner 
of the General Land Office, had ordered them validated. But an in¬ 
vestigation by federal agents, among whom was Glavis, charged that 
the claimants had broken the law by coUusive actions and intended 
further violations by proposing to sell a part of the coal lands, once 
they were clear-listed to a Morgan-Guggenheim Syndicate organized 
the year before. Nevertheless Ballinger clear-listed the claims, only to 
reverse his actions on direction of Secretary of Interior Garfield, who 
order a further investigation. In August of 1909 Garfield wrote the 
President that he was just as satisfied now, as he was in 1907, that the 
claims were illegal.^ 

In 1908 Ballinger left office and Glavis was put in full charge of the 
Cunningham investigation. During the next twelve months Glavis ob¬ 
tained further evidence that collusion did exist, a fact later substanti¬ 
ated by the printing of a contract between the Cunningham group and 
the Morgan-Guggenheim Syndicate, dated July 20, 1907, by which 
David Guggenheim agreed to purchase a half-interest in the coal 
claims. Meanwhile Ballinger accepted a fee to represent the Cunning¬ 
ham group before his old office in Washington. A short time after 
Ballinger became Secretary of the Interior, Glavis was removed from 
his investigations on the grounds that he was working too slowly. Al¬ 
though Glavis’ successor also claimed that more time was needed to 
conclude the investigation, the Interior Department ordered an imme¬ 
diate hearing on the case. It was then that Glavis appealed to Pinchot. 
Already predisposed against Ballinger, the Forester accepted Glavis’ 
story, sent it to Taft, and obtained an interview for the investigator 
with the President.^ 

3 Garfield to Taft, August 28, 1909, Taft MSS. 

^ Investigation of the Department of the Interior and of the Bureau of 
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As Taft looked into the charges he grew incn’asingly “indignant" at 
Glavis and Pinchot. On September IS, just ix'fore lie left on his western 
speaking tour, he prepared a thirteen-[>age letter niling with Ballinger 
on every charge made, calling him a friend of conserv-ation, and stating 
that he was “in full sympathy with the attitude of this administration.” 
Glavis was to be discharged, but Taft had not included a dkcussion 
of Pinchot’s part, so that the Forester would ntn have to enter the 
controversy unless he chose to do so. Along with his decision Taft sent 
a long, gracious letter to Pinchot asking him not to make Glavis’ cause 
his. If Pinchot were to leave, the President stated, it would be “one of 
the greatest losses” his administration would sustain.'* 

Taft had never really lik(*d Pinchot. Before the Ballingt'r trouble he 
had thought of him as “a radical anti a crank.” 'Flu' best that could 
be said for him was that he might act “a.s a kititi of conscituice in 
certain directions to be followed wht*n possible,” After tht‘ Ballinger 
row Taft’s suspicions of Pinchot increased, and fmally in September, 
1909, he came to the conclusion that the Forester was “lu'ading a con¬ 
spiracy among the muckrakt'rs” to irnpt'ach Ballinger’s “honesty and 
purity of motive,” When Pinchot kept up hi.s assavdt both publicly and 
privately, the President became convinced that lu* was {banning some 
kind of a coup, forcing Taft to dismiss him and making him a martyr.® 

Ttdt’s su.spicions were quite correct. In Novettibt'r two articles at¬ 
tacking Ballinger and the administration ap(}eareti in C.Mu'r's Wt'tMy. 
Much of the material for th<‘ artick's catne from Pinchot’s office. The 
Forester also kept bombarding all of his progressive friends with anti- 
Ballinger material. He now stated unequivocally that Ballinger was 
“the most effective opponent the constwatitm policies have yet had.” 
But in spite of everything he could do, Pinchot ft'aretl that unles.s Clon- 
gress took action the whole controversy would “pais cjuietly away. . . 

To ensure that it did not, Pinchot wrote a letter which Dollivcr read 
on the floor of the Senate. The letter admitted that tht* Forest Se*rvice 
had been supplying confidential anti-Ballinger inforniation to th<* press. 
It praised Glavis and indicted the Secretary of the Interior as a foe of 
conservation. The letter, of course, ensured Pinchot’s dismissal. It was 
meant to. It also focused public attention on the congres-sional investi- 

®Taft to Horace Taft, September II, 1909; t« Balliiigfr, September 13, 
1909; and to Knehot, August 22, September 23, 1909, Taft MSS. 

»Taft to Roosevelt, December 24, 1908; to Horace Taft, June 6, 1909; and 
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gation of the Interior Department. What might have been a routine 
activity now became the subject of heated discussion all over the na¬ 
tion.'^ 

Taft had not wanted to dismiss Pinchot. He fully realized the impli¬ 
cations of the action. In the eye of the public Pinchot was the personal 
symbol of Roosevelt’s conservation policy. He was also one of Roose¬ 
velt’s closest political friends and thus intimately associated with the 
progressive Republicans in the Senate and the insurgents in the House 
who were already showing a distressing sense of independence from 
party regularity. The President recognized that by a process of simple 
transference the public would interpret his defense of Ballinger before 
the Joint Congressional Committee as evidence of his opposition to 
conservation and the Roosevelt policies. This was precisely what hap¬ 
pened. 

In the long deliberations of 1910 Ballinger was exonerated from all 
charges of fraud and corruption. The majority of the Joint Committee, 
carefully selected to reflect the administration’s viewpoint, also found 
him an efficient Secretary of the Interior and a promoter of sound con¬ 
servation policies. Unfortunately for Taft, the majority of the country 
and certainly most of the progressive Republicans decided the other 
way. Part of the reason for this negative decision lay in the rather inept 
way with which the administration had presented its case. Louis D. 
Brandeis, the attorney for the opposition, was, on the other hand, 
adroit. Brandeis proved that the Lawlor Memorandum on which the 
President had presumably based his decision favorable to Ballinger—a 
document presented as evidence to support the President’s action—^was 
really prepared after the decision had been made. The predating of re¬ 
ports is not too unusual in government, but the public chose to in¬ 
terpret the predating of the Lawlor Memorandum as evidence of 
administrative chicanery. Years after the hearing, Brandeis felt that the 
misdating of the document was the factor that won for the opposition 
in the court of public opinion.® 

There were other factors. The connection between the Morgan-Gug- 
genheim Syndicate and the Cunningham claimants was indisputably 
proved, although there was no evidence that Ballinger knew of the 

7 Pinchot to Charles R. Crane, November 29, 1909; to James R. Garfield, 
December 5, 1900; to Roosevelt, December 31, 1909; to Dolliver, January 5, 
1910, Pinchot MSS. 

8 Minutes of conversation between Brandeis and Pinchot, December 30, 1939, 
Pinchot MSS. 
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concert. Ballinger’s acceptance of a fee to represent the Cunningham 
group before the governmental office he had just left hurt the ad¬ 
ministration’s case, which was largely based upon the claim that it was 
just as zealous for conservation as were Garfield and Pinchot^ but that 
it insisted its action be based upon legal authority, authority which the 
Roosevelt lieutenants had repeatedly flouted. There happened to be an 
administrative rule in the Department of the Interior forbidding for¬ 
mer employees to represent claimants before the department. But per¬ 
haps the public judgment came mostly from its great confidence in 
Roosevelt and his young reformers and its suspicion of anyone or any 
cause connected with great corporate enterprises or with such names 
as Morgan and Guggenheim. As Henry Stimson wrote, there were a 
great many honest friends of Taft who had complete confidence in 
Garfield and Finchot but who “were in doubt as to Ballinger.” ® 

Was the administration really a foe or a friend of conservation? Of 
Taft there can be no doubt. After Ballinger resigned he replaced him 
with Walter Fisher, a friend of Pinchot, whose conservation views were 
beyond suspicion. The President also won back from Congress the 
power that had been taken away from Roosevelt to remove public- 
domain lands from entry by a simple executive declaration. His ener¬ 
getic use of the power eventually resulted in the removal of more lands 
from entry than Roosevelt had removed in a comparable period of time. 
The judgment on Ballinger is more difficult. Senator Francis J. New- 
lands, a Nevada Democrat and an ardent conservationist, consistently 
held that Ballinger was a conservation advocate and that he had been 
unjustly maligned. On the other hand, in 1908 Ballinger argued with 
the Republican platform committee for the reaffirmation “of the 
Republican policy for the free distribution of the available areas of the 
public domain to the landless settlers.” And after he had resigned as 
Secretary of the Interior, he proposed repeatedly that all federal-held 
lands exclusive of the national parks be turned over to the states. Twice 
Taft had to ask him not to associate himself with the known foes of 
the federal conservation policy.^ Before his appointment, Taft had 
written that Ballinger was acceptable “to the people” in the West, and 
a man whose views were “reasonable” about government rights there. 
But what was reasonable to the “people” in the West was often down- 

® Stimson to Root, November, (?), 1909, Root MSS. 
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right heresy to eastern conservationists. Ballinger came from a group 
of men who traditionally had viewed the public lands as a source of 
private income. In exploiting public wealth for private gain such 
“people” in the West had been rather free and easy with their inter¬ 
pretation of government restrictions. Ballinger’s casual concern with 
the legal compliance by the Cunningham group, compared to his 
strict demand for legality in the Garfield power-site transfers, illustrated 
his bent of mind. Elihu Root, a lawyer of some ability without a repu¬ 
tation for crusading, was a member of the congressional committee. He 
voted for the majority report, but he had serious private reservations 
about some of its conclusions. Specifically, he did not agree with Bal¬ 
linger and Taft that the withdrawal of water-power sites by Garfield 
was either illegal or unjustified by the public interest. “It would have 
been better,” he wrote to the committee chairman, “for Mr. Ballinger 
to have left the old withdrawals standing. . . 

In the end the Ballinger-Pinchot affair had more impact upon poli¬ 
tics than it did on conservation. At its opening, Root realized that the 
controversy was bound to place the more zealous supporters of Roose¬ 
velt in a grim conflict with the administration. It was pregnant, he 
predicted, “with immense evil for the Administration and the Republi¬ 
can Party.” So it was. With the introduction of the Morgan and Gug¬ 
genheim names into the piece, the muckrake periodical press took off 
in full cry after “the despoilers of the national heritage.” Colliers 
Weekly in particular featured the developing affair with articles, and 
editorials all heavily weighted against Ballinger and the administra¬ 
tion. The Middle Western progressive Republicans rallied around Pin- 
chot. So did many of the Forester’s personal friends in the East and 
the Far West. James R. Garfield, Henry Stimson, Albert Shaw, editor 
of the World’s Work, the Abbott brothers of The Outlook,^ and Wil¬ 
liam Kent and Chester Rowell from California all were militantly op¬ 
posed to Ballinger. The group had something else in common beyond 
their support of Pinchot. They were all ardent Roosevelt men. They 
would have been less than human had they not contrasted the existing 
administration most unfavorably with the preceding one. More sig¬ 
nificantly, some of them began to talk about the possibility of substi¬ 
tuting Roosevelt for Taft in 1912.^^ 

11 Taft to Knox, December 22, 1908, Taft MSS.; Root to Knute Nelson, 
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The President himself, as much as he was to try to avoid it, was 
unable to escape the driving wedge of events that was slowly but surely 
opening a chasm between himself and Roosevelt. When the Ballinger- 
Pinchot affair started, he felt it was no more serious than a quarrel 
between governmental departments. But in three weeks’ time he con¬ 
cluded that a “conspiracy” existed, a conspiracy among the zealous 
Roosevelt people to bring about “an open rupture” between himself 
and his former chief. He was determined to avoid that. Apparently he 
never considered that in criticizing the illegality of Garfield’s and 
Pinchot’s setting aside water-power sites, he was at the same time criti¬ 
cizing Roosevelt, their chief. But as the quarrel went on and Roose¬ 
velt’s name was frequently used as a sort of a talisman by Pinchot’s 
supporters, Taft’s attitudes toward Roosevelt shifted perceptibly. The 
shift was probably unconscious, but it was also understandable. Before 
the fall of 1909, in all of Taft’s correspondence there is probably not 
one sharp word about Theodore Roosevelt. But after the Ballinger- 
Pinchot controversy the President began to see certain flaws in his 
predecessor. His “whole administration” had been “demoralized by his 
dealing directly with subordinates.” Both he and Pinchot had a “so¬ 
cialistic tendency.” And although Taft never once believed that Roose¬ 
velt was directly connected with his troubles, he did conclude that 
indirectly Roosevelt had contributed to them. Some of the people at¬ 
tacking him were those who had been “carried off their feet by Roose¬ 
velt’s sermons and preachments. . . They were essentially lawless 
and emotional, he observed, having very little respect “for making 
progress through statutes and by lawful steps.” With those remarks 
the first crack in a seemingly enduring friendship had appeared, an 
almost inevitable result when Taft’s conservative and legalistic atti¬ 
tudes came in conflict with Roosevelt’s adventurous and political 
spirit.^® 

During the Ballinger-Pinchot controversy, the national magazines 
which had contributed so much to the progressive movement were 
almost a unit against the administration. In part their position is ex¬ 
plained by their devotion to the cause of conservation, in part to their 
intense opposition to the President’s attempt to raise second-class post- 
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age rates. During these years, as usual, the Post Office Department was 
incurring its annual deficit. And, as usual, a part of the loss was ex¬ 
plained by the low second-class rates afforded to newspapers and maga¬ 
zines. After Roosevelt’s muckrake speech in 1906, the Senate appointed 
a committee to investigate the subject of second-class rates. The Pen¬ 
rose report issuing from the investigation concluded that the govern¬ 
ment was really subsidizing magazines and newspapers by the low 
postage rate and proposed a revision whereby magazines but not news¬ 
papers would be made to pay more. During the Roosevelt years the 
matter was pushed neither by the President nor by the members of his 
Cabinet. Soothing their unnecessary fears, Secretary of the Treasury 
Cortelyou assured a publishers’ committee that no postal rate changes 
were contemplated.^^ 

With an almost unerring penchant for creating powerful enemies, 
Taft in his first annual message to Congress alluded to the ‘‘enormous 
subsidy” given to newspapers and periodicals and indicated that he 
favored a sharp raise in rates. The measure proposed by his Postmaster 
General, Hitchcock, and introduced into Congress would have effec¬ 
tively raised the old magazine rate in existence since 1889 from one to 
four cents a pound, while leaving the newspaper charge substantially 
alone. The periodical publishers angrily charged that the administra¬ 
tion desired “not revenue but revenge,” revenge for their opposition 
to the Payne-Aldrich Tariff and to Ballinger. The newspapers, not 
affected by the measure, joined the chorus of opposition, and by means 
of a Democratic-Progressive-Republican coalition the postal bill was 
defeated. Showing a characteristic vein of stubbornness, the President 
declared that he would continue to recommend the rate increase until 
he was removed from office. He did and eventually won. His losses 
were much more significant. He had incurred the hostility of most of 
the popular periodical press. At the beginning of the 1912 campaign 
the two chief speakers invited to address the periodical publishers’ din¬ 
ner at Philadelphia were Robert La Follette and Woodrow Wilson.^® 

Until well into 1910 Taft’s record appeared to be almost wholly 
characterized by one serious pK)litical contretemps after another. Dur¬ 
ing the following three years, however, it was punctuated by a series 
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of solid reform achievements, which in their sum went far toward ful¬ 
filling Taft’s promises during the campaign of 1908. Taft had never 
had much sympathy with the railroads. They were run, he wrote be¬ 
fore coming to office, in a highly monopolistic fashion by a group of 
eight or nine men who were “exceedingly lawless in spirit.” As a can¬ 
didate Taft supported all of Roosevelt’s proposed amendments to the 
Hepburn Act save for the physical evaluation scheme, and added a 
few new features of his own. The President was particularly insistent 
that a special Commerce Court be created whose main function would 
be to hear appeals from the rate decisions of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. He also desired that the power to supervise and regulate 
the issuance of railroad securities be lodged with the Commission. The 
bill, which was to become the Mann-Elkins Act of 1910, met immediate 
objections from the progressives when it was introduced into the House 
in January, 1910, Prepared under the direction of Attorney General 
Wickersham, the bill endowed the Interstate Commerce Commission 
with real additional powers of setting rates on its own initiative and of 
supervising the issuance of securities. But the progressives objected to 
the very broad powers of review given to the new Commerce Court; to 
the setting aside of the Sherman Law, permitting certain types of rail¬ 
road mergers; and to the lack of a provision for physical evaluation. 
In the House they amended the bill substantially, striking out the 
merger provision and adding amendments providing for physical evalu¬ 
ation and defining telephone and telegraph companies as common 
carriers. The President’s favored Commerce Court was barely saved by 
a tie vote. In the Senate the bill received rougher handling; over two 
hundred progressive-sponsored amendments were offered. So entangled 
did the bill become in the three-way battle between the regular and 
the progressive Republicans and the minority Democrats that it finally 
had to be withdrawn and entirely rewritten. During the interval Sen¬ 
ator Aldrich, who was in charge of the bill, made a bargain with the 
Democratic minority. In return for regular Republican support of a 
statehood bill adding the presumed Democratic states of Arizona and 
New Mexico to the Union, enough Democrats promised their votes to 
pass the measure against progressive opposition. The Commerce Court 
was retained and physical evaluation was defeated along with Taft’s 
proposal to regulate securities. But the bill was a real advance in rail¬ 
road regulation. Under its provisions the Commission was given the 
power to initiate rate changes and to regulate railroad and telegraph 
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companies. Furthermore^ the burden of proof to show that a specific 
rate was inequitable was now placed upon the defending carrier. The 
measure improved the Hepburn Act to such a degree that the progres¬ 
sive Republicans voted for it to a man.^^ 

The President deserved some of the credit for the receiving of the 
more effective railroad regulation, but not all. The progressives had 
defeated a good many retrograde features of the original Mann-EUdns 
bill. They had also contributed to the biffs more positive virtues, as 
in the case of the addition of telephone and telegraph companies to 
the Interstate Commerce Commission’s purview. They had fought 
valiantly for the President’s proposed regulation of securities, only to 
be defeated by Aldrich’s bargain with the Democrats. The peculiar 
part of the affair was Taft’s conclusion that the opposition of the 
progressives to the original Mann-Elkins bill was proof enough that 
they were thoroughly antiadministration and wanted to see it defeated. 
Upon the basis of that judgment the President sought to read them out 
of the party by defeating them in the primaries of 1910. 

On railroad legislation the President and the progressive Republi¬ 
cans had started largely with the same preconceptions but had ended 
seriously quarreling with one another. They were to repeat the queer 
performance over the issue of a postal-savings-bank system. Roosevelt 
had recommended the establishment of such a system in 1907 and again 
in 1908. Both Taft and the progressive Republicans were heartily for 
the reform measure, whereas more conservative Republicans were 
against it. But pressure by Taft and Roosevelt, plus the need to meet 
the Democratic proposal for government-guaranteed bank accounts, 
had persuaded the Republican platform makers to include postal sav¬ 
ings in the party’s list of promises. Even so, Aldrich was so opposed to 
the bill that it was bottled up in the Senate Finance Committee under 
his chairmanship for over six months. But in January^ 1910, Aldrich 
changed his mind about the measure. The reason for his shift lay in the 
fact that in 1910 the national banks held over $730 million worth of 2 
per cent government bonds upon which they had issued national bank 
notes, the issue constituting a major part of the circulating paper me- 

16 Taft to Horace Taft, October 27, 1905; to Robert La Follette, July 19, 
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R. Mann, “Personal Legislative History of the Interstate Commerce Act,” an 
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dium. By 1910 the Aldrich Monetary Commission had determined to 
recommend a central unitary bank to issue a new currency. Rut before 
the private banks could be induced to support the new plan, some way 
had to be devised for the banks to unload their relatively low-interest- 
bearing government bonds, then selling at a discount. When the postal- 
savings bill was reported in the Senate, it called for a payment of 2 
per cent interest on deposits as compared to the 3 to 5 per cent rates 
offered by hanks and new government issues. The prognwives imme¬ 
diately attached two amendments to the bill, the first calling for a min¬ 
imum interest rate of per cent, the second .stipulating that the funds 
collected in any district should be deposited in the local banks of that 
district. Highly irritated by the maneuvqrs, the President charged Sen¬ 
ator Cummins, who had presented the anuuidments, with “loading 
down the bill with impossible conditions” almmt sis “socialistic” as the 
Democratic scheme for guaranteeing bank deposits. After an acrimoni¬ 
ous exchange between Taft and the progressives the hill was pa.ssed 
with the 2 per cent rate and without the geographical limitation on the 
reinvestment of funds. The progressives voted agaittst the act, and once 
again the Pre.sident and the radicals foutid themselves in antipodal 
final positions after having started from approximately the same reform 
assumptions.’^ 

The years from 1910 to 1913 produced a surprising number of minor 
social reforms for which Taft, as his biographer states, has n(‘ver been 
given proper credit. Measures rtigulating .safety in mines and on rail¬ 
roads, the abolition of pho.sphorus matches, an act creating a Cliildren’s 
Bureau in the federal government, an Employers’ I/nihility Act cover¬ 
ing all work done on government contracts, and om* limiting govern¬ 
ment labor to eight hours were iascribed in the federal statuti's. Mo.st 
of these acts were supported by the President, and yet most of them 
were passed by a Democratic-controlW House and a Democratic- 
progressive Republican coalition in the. Senate, Ixith ends of which 
were, to understate it, at extreme odds with Taft, Meanwhile, the 
President’s supporters, the regular Republicans, wen* usually found op¬ 
posed to the majority of these reforms. The eight-hour bill offered an 
interesting example of this involved misalliance. 'Pwo similar measures 
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had been approved by Congress in 1868 and 1892. But in each instance 
the acts had been so weakened by court interpretation that they needed 
repassing. Between 1896 and 1908 four limitation-of-hours bills were 
passed by the House but defeated by the regular RepubHcan organiza¬ 
tion in the Senate. It was not until the Democrats controlled the House 
and the regular domination of the Senate was ended that the measure 
was finally passed and signed by the President.’^® 

As the President often failed to reap where he had sown, he occa¬ 
sionally was given debits he did not fully deserve. Although he was a 
conservative, Taft was partially responsible for the passage of perhaps 
the most profound reform passed in the course of recent Amencan 
history, the income tax. It is almost impossible to see how most of the 
social legislation passed since 1912 could have been financed without 
the income tax. Lack of the tax must also have meant the almost 
complete frustration of any government seeking to redistribute income 
in an orderly fashion. The modem democratic social service state in 
fact, probably rests more upon the income tax than upon any other 
single legislative act. This graduated tax was started on its way to 
enactment during the Taft administration with a partial presidential 
blessing. As a part of the Payne-Aldrich bill a graduated inhentance 
tax, which the President had asked for in his inaugural address, had 
been passed in the House. When it was defeated in the Senate, Sena¬ 
tors William E. Borah of Idaho and Joseph W. Bailey of Texas offered 
a graduated income tax starting with incomes over $5,000. Most con¬ 
servatives, of course, viewed the income and the inhentmce taxes as 
the last steps before socialism. But in face of a Democratic-progressive 
coalition they could not find the votes to defeat *e measure outnght. 
Back in 1895 the Supreme Court had held an existing income tax un¬ 
constitutional. Opposed to the use of a graduated tax except in times 
of war and imwilling to embarrass the Court, Ta,ft proposed a coinpro- 
mise entailing a corporation tax and the initiating of a constitutiona 
amendment legalizing the income tax. Because he was instrumental m 
stopping the vote on the income tax, and because he refused to support 
the inheritance tax, Taft was accused of being agamst both and thm m 
favor of the accumulation of major large fortunes. This was partiaUy 
tme. But it was also true that later, when three-fourths of the states 


18Taft to Borah, March 4, 1910, Taft MSS.; Ta/t II, 62L|elig 

Perlman, The History of Trade Unionism in the United States (N , 

1922), p. 199. 



264 THE ERA OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT 

were needed to ratify the amendment, the President wrote earnest let¬ 
ters to his friends in the Ohio legislature asking them to support the 
income tax resolution so that a federal bill could be passed in ihe future 
in case it were needed. The controversy illustrates again Taft’s inability 
to ride with the buoyant reform tide. Under pressure the President 
would move, but not too far, and certainly not far enough to escape 
censure from the rising left.^® 

The President had very little to do with, and took no public position 
on, the passage of another basic reform, the direct election of United 
States senators. Since the turn of the century the reputation of the 
upper house had steadily decreased in stature. The body had con¬ 
sistently opposed most progressive reforms. What advances had been 
made were largely wrung out of the Senate by presidential or public 
pressure. At one time in the decade three senators were under indict¬ 
ment of the federal courts for accepting bribes, and a dozen or so 
more were smeared with charges of corruption. The process of selection 
by the state legislatures was notoriously a matter of purchase. In 1907 
Simon Guggenheim candidly revealed how he had been elected in 
Colorado: he had contributed so much to the campaign fund of the 
Republican members of the legislatures that none of them was out of 
pocket for his expenses. By 1911, twenty-nine states had moved to 
select their senators by popular vote. Even so, the reform press stated, 
the body was still an “obstructive, spoils-seeking, courtesy-bound, cor¬ 
poration-fed” group. The time had come either to abolish or reform 
it. After a long legislative struggle lasting over two years, a progressive- 
Democratic coalition passed the enabling resolution for the necessary 
constitutional amendment.^® 

By permission of the Enabling Act of 1910 the territories of Arizona 
and New Mexico had framed constitutions and presented them for 
congressional approval in 1911. The basic law of New Mexico was un¬ 
exceptional, but the Arizona document included provisions for the 
initiative, the referendum, and the recall, including the recall of judges. 
Popular opposition to the courts was steadily rising in the nation for 
many of the same reasons that led to criticism of the Senate. As in the 
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case of most fast-running reform movements in American history, the 
state and federal courts had interposed so many legal objections to the 
new legislative formulations that the judiciary as a whole had grown 
extremely unpopular. The use of the injunction and contempt proce¬ 
dures had won it the hostility of organized labor. Reformers were an¬ 
tagonized at the courts’ repeated frustration of their efforts through 
the power of judicial review. The Judiciary, Roscoe Pound wrote, “do 
nothing and obstruct everything.” William Allen White observed that 
the institution was ""one of the most ruthless checks on democracy per¬ 
mitted by any civilized people.” At Osawatomie, Roosevelt himself had 
implied that the courts were the chief existing obstruction to the de¬ 
velopment of social justice. It was time, William Kent argued, to dis¬ 
pense with the fallacy that by the accident of appointment or election 
to office they [judges] became an order of superior beings, infallible 
and answerable to nobody.” When such respected people spoke the 
public responded. A spate of measures to reform the judiciary was ad¬ 
vanced, among them the recall of judges.^^ Led by Lodge and Root, 
the Senate conservatives bitterly denounced this proposal to make 
judges more responsive to the popular will, only to be beaten once 
again by progressive-Democratic votes. It was then that Taft interposed 
hiR veto. He had never been a friend of direct government, he said, 
and he was particularly hostile to any move that might curtail the 
independence of the judiciary. A popular government, his veto message 
read, was not a government of, by, and for a majority of the people 
but a “government of the whole people, by a majority of the whole 
people, under such rules and checks as will secure a wise, just and 
beneficent government for all the people.” The veto had little effect, 
for Arizona accepted the amendment temporarily and then, after hav¬ 
ing become a state, readopted the recall. But Taft s action earned him 
the reputation for being a foe of popular government at a time when 
the word democracy had the power to inspire almost religious venera¬ 
tion. By 1914, twelve states had adopted some of the principles of di¬ 
rect democracy; of these six had incorporated in their constitutions 
the device for the recall of judges.^^ 
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Among the dominant characteristics of tlie ordinary legal mind is 
the impulse to operate from relatively fixed prineijiles, the desire to 
be consistent with the precepts of tlie past, uiul perhaps the disposition 
to see men and issues in the polar aspects of wrong or right. All of 
these qualities lead to a rather strong inflexibility which is admirable 
at times but which scarcely aids a jxditician in tlays of rapidly running 
reform. Taft had a sound but fairly ortlinary legal mind. His dispo.si- 
tion was to adopt a hard-and-fast position. Unlike Roosevelt, ht' had 
little of that facility for running with th«' reform hares and hunting 
with the conservative hound.s. Once Taft had atlopted a position, more¬ 
over, the opposition appeared to he in tht' situation of the defeated 
before the bar of justice. If tht> litigtmts w»*re sensible nit*n they should 
accept their defeat and change tht'ir ways without furtht'r pixrtest. 
Given the Prc.sident’s mentality and that <»f the progressive Republi¬ 
cans, a clash and even a {wmianent schism \vt>re all hut int'vitahle. 

The President’s low opinion t'f piw^ressives at the end of the Payne- 
Aldrich Tariff fight was intensified during tht* rest of the year and the 
beginning of 1910. By the t‘nd of the diseussion over railroad rt'gula- 
tion, Taft had come to the fixed conclusion tluit the progressivta were 
out to min the party and him. Day by day he found them personally 
more obnoxious. La Follette was a fanatic, Dolliver and Uumniins bla¬ 
tant demagogues, Clapp an unstabit* litthtwt'ight, aiul Beveritlge an 
egotist and a liar whose name might more appropriately he spellt'd 
“Beverage.” Tht* Prt'sident pointi'dly refused to met‘t the progressives 
socially, and remarked that for “{HTfeetly uiiserupulous J(*,suitical 
methods” there was nothing to touch the man who was 'tiven to up¬ 
lifting by muckraking and denundation. He would play «;olf with 
either a Republican or a DemmTSit, hut he drew the line at prof(*s- 
sional demagogues.®* 

The conservatives, of coursi*, were gleeful at the Preside*nt’s new 
attitude. For .some time they had lM*en waiting for an opportunity to 
rid the party of the progmssive “evil.” As far baek as !90f>, before the 
successful insurgent assault on Cannon, the Speaker told tlu* press that 
plans were under way to defeat the progrt‘sstv<*s in the 1910 primaries 


1953), pp. 287 ff.; Philip G. Jessup, Etihu Root {2 vots., New York, 1938), 11, 
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and that the administration would support the regulars in “their snake 
hunt.” Taft himself wrote injudicious letters promising that once he 
got his legislative program through he “would separate the sheep from 
the goats” in his dispensation of patronage. Just before the fight with 
the Speaker, patronage was denied to the progressives and the insur¬ 
gents, the President explaining that he was preserving the status quo 
to impn'ss the mav<‘ri<'ks “with their obligations.” And then, at the 
height of the debate ovtn- the Mann-Elkins bill, the Attorney General 
plainly stated in a (Ihicago spe(‘ch that if the progressives did not sup¬ 
port the Presid(‘nt and tlu' Republican organization they would “read 
themselves out of the party.” Even before Wickersham’s speech Taft 
had agreed with a propostd by Aldrich that a regular party fund be 
raised to hidp “orthoilox Republican.s” and to defeat progressives in the 
primarit's. 'I'aft himstdf called together a meeting of the Iowa regulars 
to map out such :i campaign. I h' took much the same action in Kansas 
and Nebraska. In Washington, where the insurgent member of the 
House, MiUts Poindt>xter, was running for the Senate, the President 
used his perstmal inlhu'uce to ptTsuade all but one of a group of regu¬ 
lars to r('tin‘ from the race so that conservative strength could be “con¬ 
solidated” against Poindc'xtcr. The pattern was repeated in California. 
There tlu' progressivi* movement wtis finally challenging the Southern 
Pacific Railroad machine for the control of the state. Without definite 
proof the Pit'sident assumed that the. reformers, headed by Hiram 
Johnson, would be against him. He asked Murray Crane to see that 
effective spt‘akers were stmt to help out Govt'rnor Gillette, the machine 
candidate. Rut the itmst obvious presidential intervention was in Wis¬ 
consin. Railing to control th(* slate convention candidates, the regular 
Republicans bolted and organized a “true Republican meeting.” The 
meeting was atldrt‘ss<*d by Vice-President Sherman, who had not 
wanted to go and had refused twice, but changed his mind because of 
Taft’s “rejH'aU'd urgent n‘<iuest.” Sherman bore greeting from the 
President to th(‘ |■eg,ul!lrly constitut«‘d Rt'publican party of Wisconsin. 
In Wisconsin, as in Iowa, Kansas, Ni'braska, and Washington, state¬ 
wide iK'tworks of Taft Republican Clubs were formed to support the 
regulars attcanpting to <tverthrow the incumbent La Follette progres¬ 
sives. A vote for the progressives or insurgents, the party faithful were 
instruct'd by tht' n'gular Republican lu'wspapers during the campaign, 
was a vote' for Bryan aiul “deniocnitic radicalism. 

** J. C. Bum.ws to JaiiiM S. Sherman, September 17, 1910, Sherman MSS.; 
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The progressive Republicans were, of course, quite aware of what 
Taft and his conservative friends were doing. They struck back by or¬ 
ganizing ‘‘Progressive Republican” clubs in answer to the Taft clubs. 
In Congress they were much more daring in their criticism of both the 
Preadent and the regular leaders. Dolliver, who had already described 
Taft as a large, ineffectual person completely surrounded by men who 
knew exactly what they wanted, challenged the Chief Executive to 
“push” the progressives from the party. Their only crime, Dolliver said 
in his last speech to the Senate, had consisted “of taking the President’s 
campaign speeches seriously” and of considering the Republican plat¬ 
form “as a binding moral obligation.” In the summer’s primaries 
throughout the Middle West, it was obvious that the Republican party 
was confronted with a full-size rebellion against the President and the 
regular organization. The stakes concerned both office and principle. 
La Follette, Beveridge, Dolliver, and Cummins were already on record 
as being opposed to Taffs renomination in 1912.^^ 

In the uncertain balance between the forces contending for the fu¬ 
ture control of the Republican party, there was still one great uncom¬ 
mitted factor—^Roosevelt He had been away for over a year^ but was 
due to return in June, 1910. Although he had written Lodge two years 
before that when he stopped being President he would “stop com¬ 
pletely,” the carrying out of that resolve was fraught with almost in¬ 
superable difficulties. Months prior to his landing and before he had 
made one statement, his name was already a political counter of no 
small weight. In February, 1910, the Chicago Tribune announced that 
the great majority of Middle Western newspaper editors preferred 
Roc^evelt to Taft for 1912. This announcement was followed by ap¬ 
peals by Miles Poindexter, William Allen White, and Henry Allen for 
his nomination. By June “Roc^evelt Republican” clubs had appeared 
in progressive dominated states, and the “back from Elba” cry became 
a chorus.^® 
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98 ff. 

Congressional Record, XLV, 61st Congress, 2nd Session, pt. 8, p. 7908; 
Beveridge to Pinchot, March 23, 1910, Beveridge MSS. 

Roosevelt to Lodge, July 19, 1908, Roosevelt MSS. 




THE PROGRESSIVE REBELLION 


269 

From the day that Roosevelt emerged from the jungle he was be¬ 
sieged by appeals from the champions of both sides of the Republican 
argument. Pinchot met him at Porto Maurizio with a sheaf of bitter 
letters from progressive senators and other anti-Taft people. Lodge 
wrote that the only two ways he could save the party from disaster 
were either to support Taft or to run for the Presidency himself. Root 
met him in London to advise that he remain silent until after he had 
thoroughly studied tlu^ situation at firsthand. Finally, just before he 
sailed for Anu'rica, he received a long handwritten letter of greeting 
from the President. It was a warm letter but also a deeply pessimistic 
one full of troubles, both personal and political. He had conscientiously 
been trying to implenumt Roosevelt’s policies, the President wrote, but 
he had had “a hard time.” He did not presume to influence Roosevelt’s 
judgment on the Pinchot matter, but he did accuse the progressive 
senators, including Borah, with systematically attempting to defeat the 
party, a policy that would probably result in a Democratic victory in 
the fall elections. On top of it all, Mrs. Taft, the President wrote, had 
had a complete "nervous collapse” soon after she entered the White 
House, which at first had brought on a partial “paralysis” and later an 
“almost complete* aphasia.” The harassed Taft did not ask for Roose¬ 
velt’s support, but he obviously expected it.=’' 

It is a v(*ry difficult matter for even complacent men willingly to 
transfer the pom]> and jiower of tint Prt'sidency to anotherj the process 
must have be(*n twi<-e as difficult for Roosevelt. He was not too happy 
with Taft when he saih'd for Africa. Taft had ignored dl of Ms few 
suggestions about tin* Cabinet. But until Roosevelt met Pinchot in Eu¬ 
rope then* is no evidenct* in his letters that he had taken a position 
against his fornu*r friend. Th(‘rt‘after things were greatly different. Taft, 
he wrote aft(*r the Pinchot confenmee, had not only “fisted around” 
his policies, but had so jiliftned himself with the reactionaries that he 
had alienated Roosevtdt’s friends as well as a ^eat majority of the 
voters. The Pinchot confer<‘nct* t*nded a friendship. From that day on 
Roosevelt’s cordial p<*rsanal fcelinf^ for Taft rapidly disappeared. Re¬ 
turning home, he refused Taft’s hearty invitation to be a giest at the 
White House in a formal notii coldly ending “most sincerely yours. 
Once in the United States, Roosevelt announced that he would make 
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no political comments for at least two months. But then within a week 
his home at Oyster Bay became a mecca for politicians^ particularly 
those, as Taft noted, of the progressive variety. At the end of a month, 
he definitely re-entered politics by taking a leading part in the New 
York State Convention and by scheduling a speaking tour through the 
West. That decision was Roosevelt’s crossing of the Rubicon. For al¬ 
though he undoubtedly believed that his purpose was to bring the war¬ 
ring factions of the Republican party together again—a move that would 
aid the administration—the decision inevitably meant conflict with 
Taft and with the reigning conservatives in the party. True, he avoided 
all but one intraparty fight in the primaries, and in the following gen¬ 
eral election he spoke for both the progressive Beveridge in Indiana 
and the conservative Lodge in Massachusetts. But the aim of his mis¬ 
sion as well as his personal attitudes kept him from praising the ad¬ 
ministration and constrained him, at least in theoretical terms, to 
endorse progressivism. Since Taft was President and head of the party 
and was determined to remain so, friction was unavoidable. Roosevelt’s 
one direct intervention in the intraparty fight was in New York, where 
he felt he could co-operate with Ae President in defeating the New 
York party bosses, who were intent upon stopping the introduction of 
a direct primary system and upon nominating a reactionary candidate 
for governor. He and Taft were successful in New York, but only at 
the cost of increasing the mutual suspicion with which they now 
viewed each other.^® 

In the subtle and complex relationship between Roosevelt and Taft, 
the personal factor obviously lay close to the heart of their growing 
difficulties. Roosevelt, perhaps, could not have thoroughly approved 
of the leadership of any successor, much less that of a personal friend. 
Taft naturally expected at the least a public endorsement from Roose¬ 
velt, the absence of which he interpreted as something akin to a be¬ 
trayal of a long partnership. But there were other reasons for their 
growing misunderstanding. The two men in 1910 had different atti¬ 
tudes toward what constituted desirable party and governmental policy. 
Taft came to office pledged to achieve the Roosevelt policies as enun¬ 
ciated in 1906 and 1907. He had conscientiously worked to obtain 
them, and by 1910 had been successful to a surprising degree. But the 

29 For a detailed account of Roosevelt’s involved maneuvering during the 
summer of 1910, see Mowry, Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressive Move- 
ment, pp. 120 ff. 
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reform movement had not stood still. As it made increasingly more 
radical demands, Taft began to react and draw limits beyond which he 
would not go. With Roosevelt’s impelling personal influence removed, 
he had drifted steadily toward the right. First his friends and then 
more slowly his policies were taken from that sector. Faced with the 
rapidly widening differences in the party that had started under 
Roosevelt, he had neither the inclination nor the skill to play the mid¬ 
dle against the ends. In the late summer of 1910 he made his choice. 
He was a conservative, Taft admitted, and had been when Roosevelt 
was President. He was opposed to insurgency which demanded “that 
everybody should have the same amount of wealth and comfort and 
education, leading to discontent with everything.” Roosevelt and the 
insurgents whom he headed were assaulting the Supreme Court and 
challenging the basic law of the land with their “wild ideas.” The time 
had come to “stand by the Constitution” and Taft meant to do just 
that. As President, he wrote his brother, he could do one thing that 
neither the insurgents nor “the active statesman at Oyster Bay” could 
prevent. By the end of the term he would have the opportunity to ap¬ 
point a majority of the Supreme Court. In view of the agitation to 
change the Constitution, he felt that his selections would be of the ut¬ 
most importance.^^ 

Taft’s reference to the assaults on the Constitution were generally 
applicable to the progressive program of direct government and further 
regulation of business. More specifically, they were pointed to Roose¬ 
velt’s call for a New Nationalism at Osawatomie, Kansas. Just as Taft 
had drifted right since 1908, Roosevelt, who then had thought of him¬ 
self as the leader of the left center, had moved in an opposite direction. 
His last message to Congress had been radical enough even in 1908 
to call forth protests from Taft. But in his 1910 speeches at Denver and 
at Osawatomie he went much further in his attacks on the courts, in 
his demands for the augmentation of federal power, and in his defense 
of human rights as against property rights. Before the Colorado state 
legislature he described the federal courts as one of the fundamental 
barriers to the securing of social justice. Not only had the courts tra¬ 
ditionally overprotected property rights, he declared in Kansas, but 
they had also created “the neutral area” where neither the power of 

30 Taft to G. P. Taft, September 10, 1910; to Edward Colston, September 
8, 1910,* to Horace Taft, September 18, 1910; and to H. A. Lawrence, October 
11, 1910, Taft MSS. 


[ 




THE ERA OF THEOEMDRE ROOSEVELT 


272 

the state nor the nation could act upon lawless corporations and law¬ 
less wealth. The answer to the problem was sensibly to increase the 
power of the federal government and to make the courts subsidiary to 
Congress and to the Chief Executive^ who would then become the 
“steward of the public welfare.’^ Since the nation faced a new relation¬ 
ship between property and human rights, the old rules of the game had 
to be changed so as to produce “a more substantial equality of oppor¬ 
tunity, and of reward for equally good service.’^ In sum, Roosevelt 
asserted, the community should have the power to regulate property 
“to whatever degree the pubic welfare may require. . . ^ 

Roosevelt tempered his Mew Nationalism by more moderate speeches 
in the East designed to attract the moderate conservatives. But his ef¬ 
fort to bring the clashing factions of the party together on “a sound 
progressive” program, which would also win public support, failed. 
His more conservative efforts in the East got a cold reception among 
the western progressives, and his New Nationalism won for him the 
almost hysterical criticism of the right. The whole affair emphasized 
the almost hopeless split in the party, and in view of the “irresponsible 
folly” of both the “ultra-insurgents” and the “Bourbon-Reactionaries, 
Roosevelt concluded that any further effort of his to unite the two fac¬ 
tions was “pointless.” ^ 

If Roosevelt had a bad summer in 1910, Taft had a far worse one. 
In the battle of the primaries between progressive and standpat Re- 
publcans, the administration had suffered an almost unbroken string 
of reverses. Forty incumbent regular Repubican congressmen had been 
defeated, most of them by announced progressives. Moreover, all of 
the progressive Repubican senators were victorious, and in California, 
North Dakota, and Washington three more progressive names were 
placed on the final ballot by Republican voters. The effort by Taft and 
his regular following to purge the party lists of the troublesome rebels 
had failed. In the wake of these disheartening returns came the great 
disaster of the November general elections. 

The congressional election of 1910 was one of those significant divides 
in American history which signalize a reversal in political trends before 
a complete transfer of power occurs. For the first time in sixteen years 
the Democratic party controlled the House of Representatives, and 

31 The New York Times, August 30, September 1, 1910. 
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although the Republicans kept their majority in the Senate it was 
purely a nominal one^ since the group of eight or nine progressive 
senators held the balance of power between the almost evenly divided 
regular Republican and Democratic forces. The election also went far 
to rehabilitate the Democratic party because it furnished it with a 
group of new reform-minded leaders, most of whom, coming from the 
East, were unattached to Bryan and his unrivaled record of consecu¬ 
tive defeats. Among them was the erstwhile president of Princeton Uni¬ 
versity and the new governor of New Jersey, Woodrow Wilson. The 
results of the 1910 canvass also radically changed the balance of power 
between the contesting groups within the Republican party. Paralleling 
the series of regular defeats in the East was the string of progressive 
victories of the West. Maine, Massachusetts, Connecticut, New York, 
New Jersey, Ohio, and Indiana had all been lost, but the progressive- 
held states in the West remained in Republican hands. Both of Roose¬ 
velt’s favored candidates, moreover, Henry L. Stimson in New York 
and Beveridge in Indiana, had been defeated. Seemingly the voters 
had repudiated both Taft’s conservative principles and Roosevelt’s at¬ 
tempt to reconsolidate the party somewhere left of center, but had 
given the new Republicanism of La Follette and Cummins a rousing 
vote of confidence. The election left Roosevelt deeply disappointed and 
decidedly irritated with Taft. It was even more of a blow to the Presi¬ 
dent. For he now faced the last two years of his term with a hostile 
majority in the House of Representatives and with the more victorious 
elements of his own party ready to repudiate him.^^ 


33 The New York Times, November 10, 1910. 



CHAPTER 14 


Republican Decline 


J UST before Roosevelt left office he gave Philander C. Knox, Taft’s 
incoming Secretary of State, a long summary statement of America’s 
relations with the rest of the world. Except with Japan, Roosevelt 
wrote, American foreign relations were good and peaceful. Friction 
with Germany had abated, he could not imagine trouble with England, 
and only minor irritations existed in the Caribbean. With Japan the 
case was far different. Japan was a formidable mUtary power, 
“humiliated and sensitive,” and the anti-Japanese feeling on the West 
Coast might provoke trouble at almost any time. Roosevelt cautioned 
Knox to treat Japan with “extreme consideration,” keep the navy 
powerful, and be prepared for a war.^ 

Roosevelt’s predictions met the usual mixed fate of such guesses. 
Except for customary minor troubles the next four years produced no 
crisis with Europe largely because Taft and Knox avoided intervention 
in the rapidly mounting intra-European tensions. The continuing 
Jewish pogroms in Russia did bring demands from American Jewry for 
the denunciation of the 1832 commercial treaty with Russia and the 
breaking off of diplomatic relations. Taft proposed, however, to substi¬ 
tute “steady diplomatic pressure” for the more drastic action of severing 
relations and annulling a treaty under which $60 million of American 
trade was carried on yearly. “Why cut the limb on which we sit?” he 
queried. Contrary to Roosevelt’s predictions, American relations with 

1 Roosevelt to Knox, February 8, 1909, Knox MSS. 
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Japan remained peaceful, while those with the Caribbean area were 
exceedingly troublesome.^ 

Writing in 1930, Elihu Root believed that Taft and Knox had re¬ 
versed his Latin-American policy, thereby causing much later trouble. 
Root implied, and his biographer states, that whereas Root’s eSorts had 
been toward conciliating the Latin Americans by less intervention, Taft 
and Knox had embarked upon an entirely new aggressive policy of 
‘‘dollar diplomacy” in the Caribbean, which was fundamentally in¬ 
spired by the profits it would bring for American investors. Root cited 
the treaties Knox negotiated with Honduras and Nicaragua as cases in 
point. The treaties, which were not ratified by the Senate, provided for 
the appointment of an American director of finance and the trans¬ 
ference of European-held debt to United States banks. The treaty with 
Nicaragua also contained a new “Platt Amendment.” In each case the 
negotiations were accelerated by the threat of force, and by March 4, 
1913, American marines had landed not only in Nicaragua but in 
Santo Domingo as well.® 

Root was perhaps right in his criticism of the Taft Caribbean policy 
as long as he compared it to his own and not to Roosevelt’s. But Taft 
and Knox had invented nothing basically new in Nicaragua and Hon¬ 
duras. The precedent for their actions had been set in Santo Domingo 
years before under Roosevelt. If there was a difference it was in the 
emphasis that the new administration placed upon the commercial ad¬ 
vantages which would accrue to Americans by the new arrangements 
and upon the de-emphasis of strategic aims as reasons for their creation. 
It is interesting to note that whereas Taft boasted in his 1912 message 
to Congress about the new business which State Department aides had 
helped to obtain in the Latin-American region, he was not inclined to 
accept the further extrapolation of the Roosevelt Corollary to the 
Monroe Doctrine involved in the Magdalena Bay affair.^ 

When Taft learned about the intention of a Japanese syndicate to 
purchase a large amount of land around Magdalena Bay in Baja Cali¬ 
fornia, he was not worried by the strategic implications of the trans¬ 
action; but in the Senate Lodge offered a resolution to stop the sale on 
the grounds that the syndicate might be acting for the Japanese gov- 

2 Taft to Jacob H. Schiff, February 23, 1911, and to Hart Lyman, April, (?), 
1911, Taft MSS. 
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emmentj proposing an addition to the Monroe Doctrine that would 
virtually require the consent of the United States to the transfer of any 
signhScant parcels of land around strategic sites in the Western Hemi¬ 
sphere to non-Americans. Although the Senate passed the resolution 
incorporating the so-called Lodge Corollary, the President deeWed 
that since the Senate was witliout power to make foreign policy, he 
would not feel *'any obligation'* to follow the meaning of the I'esolution 
in the future.^ 

Taft was equally cautious in his relations with the much more sig¬ 
nificant Mexican Revolution, which imperiled not only a strategic 
stake in the region but billions of dollars of American capital For years 
prior to 1911 Mexico had been ruled by a tough and %^ery eifEcient 
dictator-president, Porfirio Diaz. Sympathetic with the amty, the 
nobility, the established church, md the upper economic registere of 
sodety, Diaa: had encouraged foreign invatment, and by 1910 Ameri¬ 
can money constituted almost half of the more than |4 billion in 
foreign capital invested there. At the same time almost seventy thou¬ 
sand American citkens were Mexican residents. Under the Diaz regime 
almost everyone was happy except the great bulk of the native popula¬ 
tion. In the midst of the land’s rich resources they had remained 
illiterate, diseased, impoverished. Diaz had mot the many prior revolu¬ 
tionary challenges to his regime with stern repression; but by 1909, 
90 per cent of the Mexican pwple, according to the American rnn- 
bassador, were supporting a revolt, and soon the Mexican Riwolution 
had started in earnest. Although the long-time aspirations were 
often confused, their immediate aims were clear; to dispossess botli the 
foreign and domestic exploiters. Since the United Stands was geo¬ 
graphically near and American capital wm so dominant in the country, 
anti-Americanism was rampant*^ 

The immediate sympathies of the United States government were 
with Diaz. Taft had little regard for the Americans who complained 
about the actions of foreign capitalists in M«ico. They were **uplifters, 
without any sense” and among the *‘most annoying” of peopki Diaz, 
he felt, had done more for the people of Mexico than had benm accom¬ 
plished in any other Latin-American country. His mt»tho(ls might be a 
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bit rough, but then the Mexican people needed “a firm hand.” The 
President tried to help the tottering Diaz in 1909 by meeting him in a 
public ceremony on the Texas border, and during the following con¬ 
fused months the American government officially gave the regime every 
possible support through normal diplomatic channels. But in May, 
1911, under the leadership of Francisco Madero, the revolutionary 
forces overthrew Diaz, and the United States was confronted with a 
government in Mexico City antipathetic to all foreigners and foreign 
capital, but not strong enough to preserve order in the shattered coun¬ 
try. Consequently, attacks upon Americans and American property 
were frequent.'^ 

When it became apparent that the old Diaz regime could no longer 
keep order in Mexico, Taft was sorry. He had hoped that the dictator 
would make some compromises to quiet the turmoil. But then and 
afterward he refused to use more than diplomatic pressure to protect 
American interests. He ordered the mobilization of twenty thousand 
men north of the border, but he consistently discounted the possibility 
of intervention. Moreover, he ordered American forces to avoid any 
provocative acts that might elicit retaliation. When the American navy 
persisted in sending small ships of war into Mexican waters, he ordered 
his Secretary of the Navy to keep the “small fry” out of Mexican waters 
and to conduct all maneuvers north of the border line. The navy was 
“anxious for a contest,” he felt, and had to be restrained. Even when 
shots were fired across the southern border and demands for retaliation 
mounted in the Southwest, the President refused to be diverted from 
his peaceful course. He could not order intervention, he wrote the 
governor of Arizona, or even authorize a return of fire across the 
border, because that would only produce greater bloodshed in the end. 
Instead of retaliation he asked the local authorities of the threatened 
towns to direct the people to place themselves where the Mexican 
bullets could not reach them. This “temporary inconvenience,” he 
thought, was a small price to pay for the sake of safety and peace.® 

It is one of history’s ironies that, just at the time when world friction 
was mounting to climax shortly before the First World War, the inter¬ 
national peace movement was energetic and confident of ultimate suc- 
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1911, Taft MSS. 

8 Taft to James Greelman, March 21, 1911; to George Von L. Meyer, March 
14, 1911; to Roosevelt, March 22, 1911; and to M. S. Sloan, April 18, 1911, 

Taft MSS. 



THE ERA OF THEODORE ROOSEVELT 


278 

cess. By 1910 the European movement to establish an association of 
nations for the enforcement of peace had chapters in almost every 
civilized country. Roosevelt gave the movement his qualified endorse¬ 
ment in a speech at Christiana, Norway. The American Society for the 
Judicial Settlement of International Disputes was organized, and 
Congress passed a resolution authorizing the President to establish a 
peace commission to inquire into the possibility of the limitation of 
international annaments and the establishment of an international 
naval force for the maintenance of world peace. Late in the year 
Andrew Carnegie, supremely confident in the power of money to order 
human affairs, established his Peace Fund with an initial gift of .$10 
million. 

Preffldent Taft was profoundly dedicated to world peace. While 
Carne^e placed his confidence in money, Taft was certain that courts 
and the judicial procedure, even though unsustained by anything more 
than public opinion, could accomplish this drwim of centuries. When 
international arbitration became accepted, he believed, then the world 
could count on the disappearance of war. Taft intqmsed to do more 
than his share during his term to make such arbitratum procedures a 
reality. In a series of speeches in late 1910 and early 1911, he elaborated 
on the idea. He had already directed his Secretary of State to negotiate 
arbitration treaties “broader in their terms than any . . . heretofore 
ratified, and broader than any that now exist between nations.” In 
August, 1911, the President submitted to the Senate treaties with Great 
Britain and France calling for the contracting nations to arbitrate all 
diflferences between them that were “jirstidable in their nature by 
reason of being susceptible of decision by the application of tlu; prin¬ 
ciples of law or equity.” All .such difficulties, which included even 
matters of “national honor” and “territory,” the Prt'sidtmt explained, 
were to be settled in the future at The Hague or a .similar court of 
arbitration. 

Signing the arbitration treaties and submitting them to the Senate 
was probably the most popular act of the administration in its four 
years. The New York Times called the treatie.s “the crowning achieve¬ 
ment of Mr. Taft’s Administration,” ® and if one can believe the press, 
an overwhelming majority of all sections of the nation and political 
faiths was exuberantly commendatory. But the Senate held another 
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opinion. So did Theodore Roosevelt. Blithely overlooking his stout de¬ 
fense of arbitration a few years back, he exerted himself in opposition 
as he had in few other instances after leaving office. Roosevelt com¬ 
posed numerous antitreaty articles for The Outlook; repeatedly wrote 
long letters to Lodge and Root, both on the Senate Foreign Relations 
Committee, urging them to denounce the Taft proposals; and spoke to 
public gatherings, often using words “really offensive’’ to Taft. Long 
afterward Roosevelt recalled that of all the errors of the Taft ad¬ 
ministration no misconduct was greater than that relating to foreign 
affairs. The President also bestirred himself by making a cross-country 
tour in behalf of his treaties. But though he won the plaudits of the 
crowds, in the end the Senate triumphed, as it had over Cleveland, 
McKinley, and Roosevelt on similar treaties. As that body amended 
his proposals out of all recognition, the President sadly gave up the 
effort.’*® 

Although compared to Roosevelt’s foreign policy Taft’s seemed to be 
the essence of consistency, it was not entirely innocent of paradoxes. 
Contrasted to Taft’s vigorous stand for international arbitration, his 
position on the Panama tolls question is difficult to explain. The tolls 
question arose over what rates were to be charged ships using the nearly 
completed Panama Canal. In the Hay-Pauncefote Treaty with Eng¬ 
land the United States had agreed to permit passage on equal terms to 
the ships of all nations in both peace and war. Defending the seizure of 
the Canal Zone^ both Roosevelt and Hay had appealed to the world 
right of passage across the Isthmus obstructed by Colombia. The 
United States, they declared, had acted on that right as mandatary 
of civilization for the equal benefit of all mankind. But now that the 
Canal had been built and paid for, Taft took the position that the 
nation might legally discriminate in favor of its own shippers by allow¬ 
ing them free passage; the equal-terms clause he interpreted as meaning 
eqm^lity for all other nations save the United States. Upon strenuous 
British objections the President denied that the quarrel was rightfully 
a matter for arbitration under the arbitral agreements signed by Elihu 

For representative press opinion on the treaties, see The New York Times, 
August 4, 1911; the Philadelphia Record, August 9, 1911; the Washington 
Herald, August 6, 1911, Roosevelt to Henry White, October 5, 1911, Roosevelt 
MSS. The manuscripts of Taft, Knox, Roosevelt, and Root are particularly 
voluminous on the arbitration treaties. Perhaps no other particular legislative 
issue in the Taft administration occasioned so much letter writing from so many 
important people. 
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Root With the President’s encouragement Congres,s approved of the 
discrimination. The nation changed its stand and finally lived up to its 
clearly stated international obligation in 1913. Tjift, however, never 
admitted that he was wrong. As late as 1914 he explained Root’s and 
Lodge’s votes to reverse his stand by their “snobbish" London society 
viewpoint^’- 

In contrast to TafPs cautious, patient, peaceful policy with Mexico, 
his actions in China also present something of a fxtradox. Taft had 
more firsthand knowledge of the Orient tlian any other ranking Ameri¬ 
can statesman. He had lived in the Philippines for years and had 
traveled extensively in East Asia. It is strange, therefore, that he so 
severely misjudgai the Oriental political situation when he came to 
power in 1909. Posribly the administration’s Oriental {Kilicy was more 
Knox’s than it was Taft’s, as both Taft and Root’s biographers suggest 
Much of the President’s trouble came from his disinclination to over¬ 
rule a member of his Cabmet Or perhaps Taft felt the urge to differ 
from Roosevelt in a field where he was not pledged to follow his pred- 
ecemr’s program. Whatever the reason, the Taft-Knox Oriental 
policy departed from RooseveIt’.s opportunistic one and as a conse¬ 
quence encountered serious difficultiai. 

Although an expansionist, Roosevelt had givtm up the thought of 
acquiring territory in China becausKS he realizttd that the American 
people would not support it with the requisite force need<xl to equal 
that of the powers already established there, particularly that of Russia 
and Japan. As a substitute he relied upon the Open Door, which, if it 
could be held open, would pemtit commercial expansion. But Roose¬ 
velt also realized the close identity bctw(!en military and commercial 
power in the Far East and recognized that an aggressivt; commercial 
policy without a corresponding political equivalent wa.s doomed to 
failure. Denied military support by public simtiment, he sought a substi¬ 
tute in attempting to balance Russian and Japanes 4 ! {x>wer, even giving 
up the Open Door principle in Korea to gain his counttuvailing forces 
in the Portsmouth T reaty. Meanwhile he had dabbled in what was to 
become known as ‘dollar diplomacy” by promising tht* Morjpin rail¬ 
road sjmdicate State Department support. But by 1910 the Oritattal 
pattern of power had te:n changed drastically. Japan had grown 
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immensely in national strength* And the anti-German European 
Alliance partners, headed by Britain and France, had encouraged their 
Far Eastern partners, Russia and Japan, to come to an understanding 
that had divided up Manchuria, had destroyed Roosevelf s Portsmouth 
counterpoise, and had isolated both Germany and the United States in 
East Asia. Roosevelt seemed to sense the importance of the need for a 
changed American policy. In a 1910 interchange with Knox and Taft 
he proposed that the United States virtually give up its commercial 
ambitions in Manchuria and China in return for an understanding 
with Japan over the West Coast immigration problem. In particular, 
he cautioned against supporting a ‘‘weak and unreliable” China against 
Japanese ambitions in Manchuria, which he felt could not be ob¬ 
structed with anything less than force.^^ 

The President and his relatively uninformed Secretary of State, how¬ 
ever, had previously agreed upon an aggressive commercial poEcy, 
which Taft more than hinted at in May, 1910, In a public speech the 
President declared that there was nothing inconsistent in pursuing a 
foreign policy which would still be determined by principles of national 
interest and abstract justice but which would also be made to “include 
active intervention to secure for our merchandise and our capitalists 
opportunity for profitable investment. . • Such a poEcy was pursued 
in Latin America and elsewhere, but nowhere was it given more 
emphasis than in that curious repodtory of America’s nebulous and 
unsatisfied commercial dreams, China. At the insistence of the State 
Department American bankers agreed to participate in at least three 
Chinese projects, two of them for the construction of railroads and the 
third a scheme for the support of Chinese national currency. To obtain 
the right of participation, the American government put pressure on 
the Chinese government as well as the governments of foreign powers 
whose nationals were already operating in the area. With China Taft 
took the almost unprecedented step of writing directly to the Prince 
Regent to ask for equal opportunity for American capital. In one of his 
most expansive moments Secretary Knox proposed a plan to all nations 
holding railroad concessions that a vast international consortium be 
formed to loan China enough money with which to purchase all the 
foreign-held railroads. This particular scheme was received with 
meager enthusiasm in the various European capitals, but the United 

Roosevelt to Taft, December 8 and 22, 1910, Roosevelt MSS.; Knox to 
Taft, December 19, 1910,-. Taft MSS. 
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States did obtain entry for its bankers in two more modt'st financial 
enterprises. But in 1913, when the Wilson administration announced 
that the American bankers would not be supjxtrted by the State De¬ 
partment, the American financiers hastily withdrew from the projects 
leaving the rewards and perils of Chinese investments to others.*^ 

In his 1912 annual message to Congress, I'aft descrilxfd his invest¬ 
ment policy as one of “substituting dollars for bullets.” No doubt the 
President was sincere in his hope that he could advance American 
business and investment interests, save China, and thereby allay inter¬ 
national tensions. It should be noted that right at the start of his 
administration the State Department ksued a menujrandum stating: 
“The nations that finance tlie great Chine.se railroads and other enter¬ 
prises will be foremost in the affairs of China and tht; participation of 
Ameri^ capital . . . will give the voice of tlu* United States more 
authority in that country, which will go far toward tlu* pre.servation of 
the administrative entity of China.” 'Phis easy combination of profits 
and virtue was a noble dream but utterly ftuil<>. It gatlu'md the fruit 
before the planting of the tree, 'fhe legally minded 'I'aft and Knox 
apparently never did understand the extent to which Chinese invest¬ 
ments flowed from political power and not th<' reverse. Nor did they 
realize that such power had to bt* established on a firmer 
base than note writing. With Roosevtdt’s balanet* of power in the Oritmt 
gone, the only available substitute was fort:e or the threat of it, and 
this neither Taft nor the American people were prepared to ust:.'*' 
Tafts dollars-for-bullets utterances wen tor his t<irt‘if'n polU'y the 
name of dollar diplomacy,*’ which was described in some tpiartcrs as 
the placing of the powi’r of the government at the disjKisal of foreign 
investors, with the implication that the President was n*atly to risk war 
for the benefit of a few. Nothing could be furtluT from the truth, as 
Taft s Modcan policy clearly indicates. 'Phe Prt'sident was profoundly 
a man of peace. What was wrong with the 'Paft-Knox version of dollar 
diplomacy was not that it worked evil but rather that, except in a few 
small Latin-American countries, it could and did not work at all. 

In 1910 the Taft administration was confronted with another foreign 
question intimately tied with domestic jiolitics. Evt*n befon* the pas- 
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sage of the Payne-Aldrich Tariff, the threat of a Canadian-American 
trade war had been mounting yearly. Roosevelt had toyed with the idea 
of negotiating lower rates by means of a reciprocity treaty, but had 
given up his efforts because of opposition both in the United States 
and in Canada. On the surface the economies of the two countries 
seemed to be complementary. Canada was overwhelmingly an exporter 
of agricultural goods and raw products and an importer of manu¬ 
factured wares. Yearly the exportable surplus of American manu¬ 
factures grew, as did the need for cheap raw products. The only insect 
in the reciprocity ointment seemed to be the yearly American agri¬ 
cultural surplus. But then, it was argued by some theorists, the prices 
of such goods, since they were in oversupply, were set by the inter¬ 
national markets. A mutual lowering of the tariffs, this thesis con¬ 
tinued, would thus aid American manufacturers at little or no cost to 
American agriculture. Taft said his attention was first drawn to the 
subject by the remark of Senator Aldrich that Canadian reciprocity 
could be had with no cost to the protective principle and with great 
benefits to both nations. The continued demand of the West for tariff 
reductions and the increasing clamor in the East about the rising cost 
of living might also be satisfied, the President felt, by a Canadian treaty. 
Consequently in January, 1911, a treaty negotiated by Knox was pre¬ 
sented to Congress which placed on the free lists of both nations most 
agricultural goods, some minerals, iron, and steel plate, and paper 
pulp. Sizable reductions were to be made also in prepared meats, 
canned vegetables, flour, and a long list of other manufactured products 
not originating on the farm.^® 

The tariff treaty immediately won the acclaim of most eastern manu¬ 
facturers and merchants, but it encountered bitter opposition from both 
eastern and western farmers. Root, who kept a statistical record of his 
correspondence on reciprocity, reported that whereas 548 of a total of 
551 New York merchants and manufacturers favored the treaty, 435 
New York granges plus 10 other farm organizations had written de¬ 
nouncing it. His agricultural constituents almost to a man thought of 
the treaty as a ‘‘sacrifice of their interests.” And as they had “furnished 
the backbone of the Republican vote,” Root reflected, the passing of 
the reciprocity treaty would be a serious thing for the party and the 

Roosevelt to G. W. Fairbanks, November 12, 1904, Roosevelt MSS.; Taft 
to Aldrich, January 29, 1911, and to Knox, January 14, 1911, Taft MSS. See 
Lewis E. Ellis, Reciprocity, 1911 (New York, 1939). 


2«4 


THE ERA OF TH»m>RE ROOSEVELT 


administration. Further opposition came from tiie Republican West. 
Except for Beveridge every progrcssdve Republican senator was against 
the measure. Pointing out that most of the United States reductions 
were on fann goods and raw materials, whereas rauinufactured products 
were to benefit by the freer market in Canada, they argued that this 
was just one more indication of the ihresident’s willingne.ss to sacrifice 
die western farmer for the benefit of the ea.stern matiufacturer. And 
then, curiously enough, a good many Republicans from industrial states 
b^an to change their original good opinion of the treaty. Fearing that 
this was just a first step in a TaR-sponsored crusade against the protec¬ 
tive principle, they joined the American Protwtive 1 ariff League and 
the Iron and Steel Association in opixising it. In the Stmate, regular 
Senatore Bradley, Gallinger, Frye, Hale, and Smoot joined in an 
opposition powerful enough to prevent the treaty from coming to a 
vote.“ 

At times Taft could be a very stubbiwn man. He was delighted with 
the opposition of the progressive Republicans to reciprocity. It proved 
to him the hypocrisy in the past demands of these “di-fcmders of God’s 
patient poor” for tariff reductions. He was not evt'n bothered by the 
grave reservations of the majority of his party. “'Fhe whole Republican 
party,’’ he wrote, would “have to go for it if they propose to stave their 
bacon.” He had already warnrd his Republican colleagues that he 
would call a s|)ecial session of the ntsw Clongrt'ss li tht* trt*aty was not 
p^ed. Ignoring Root’s advice to let reciprocity drop, he inadt; a dt'al 
with the Democratic majority in the incoming House. 'I'he following 
special session, which la.sted all through the hot Washington summer, 
presented a strange spectacle. Aligned against the Republican President 
were most of the congressional Republican lead«*nt jilus the progressiva. 
But in the end, by co-ojierating with soutluTti DenuK'rats whost; cotton, 
tobacco, and corn were not threatennl by Canadian comjK'tition, the 
President won a temporary victory. Together with the Dianocrats he 
won over enough regular Republican votes to pass the treaty.” 

In January, 1911, I'aft confessed that he bcli«‘ved in the rticiproeity 
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principle so much that he was not troubled by his guess that his support 
of the treaty would eliminate him in 1912 from “the consideration of 
practical politicians/’ The President had very logical reasons for the 
guess. By 1911 the progressives were implacably opposed to his re¬ 
nomination. Now with the reciprocity measure he had angered the 
farmers and had alienated a good share of the party regulars devoted 
to the protective principle. The conservative fears of a coming attack 
on high protection were realized. Inimediately after the passage of the 
reciprocity treaty^ a Democratic-progressive Republican coalition suc¬ 
ceeded in passing a number of “popgun” tariff bills which would have 
substantially lowered the existing rates on farm machinery, iron and 
steel goods, woolens, and shoes had not the President interposed a veto. 
Thus Taft opened himself to the charge that he favored lowering the 
tariff for the benefit of the manufacturers but not for the fanners or 
consumers. Conservative Republicans were also able to mutter with 
satisfaction that this was what came from the President’s dealings with 
the Democrats. The major blow against Taft, however, was not struck 
in Washington but in Ottawa. Had reciprocity simply been an economic 
issue for Canadians, the prairie provinces wnuld probably have tri¬ 
umphed over the manufacturers of Ontario and Quebec to approve the 
treaty. But politics were injected into the debate, empire politics, and 
the question of Canadian independence. Fears were voiced in both 
Canada and Britain that the treaty would lead to Canada’s dependence 
upon the United States and that thus she eventually would lose her 
self-identity and her membership in the British Empire. There were 
good grounds for such fears, both historic and current. The desires of 
the “War Hawks” of 1812 and of Polk, Seward, and Blaine had not 
been forgotten north of the border. And there was no doubt that the 
idea of “Continental Union,” as Henry Stimson called it, lurked in 
many a mind in the United States. The current of business set up by the 
treaty, Taft wrote privately, would eventually “make Canada only an 
adjunct of the United States.” Unfortunately, such sentiments were not 
confined to private correspondence. In defending the treaty the Presi¬ 
dent ineptly referred to Canada as being “at the pacing of the way.” 
Many other speeches and articles were far less discreet. In the end a 
combination of Canadian nationalism, empire sentiment, and manu¬ 
facturing interests defeated the treaty. At the cost of alienating the 
American farmer, irritating the friends of high protection, and the 
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further fragmentation of his party, Taft had achieved nothing save an 
additional loss of prestige and public confidence.*** 

Had Taft been a good politician, he would have done everything 
possible after 1910 to placate the conservative element in his party 
which usually reflected rather faithfully the attitudes of business! 
Instead, simultancomly with his supijort of Canadian reciprocity, he 
and his Attorney General, Wickersham, were piwhing possibly’the 
most active antimonopoly campaign that the nation fias ever witnessed. 
Taft had always been more of an ardent supporter of competitive 
capitalism than Theodore Roosevelt, and was more .sanguine aliout the 
possibility of its restoration through the zealous use (jf the Sherman 
Anti-Trust Law agaiast evolving monoiwlies, Roosevelt had used the 
Shennan Law, had in fact restored its vitality, hut from the first 
moments of his administration he fiad lacked confidenct* in it. He soon 
concluded that it was a retrograde and not a progressive instrument. 
The consolidation movement in Ixjth busine.ss and labor Roo.sevelt be! 
lieved to be a normal and inevitable evolutionary growth, tlu> .stoppage 
of which would do great hann to the country. lit* had used the 
Sherman Law then only as an indirect weajxm to get what he really 
wanted, federal control, and also po.ssibly bwau.se (jf the political 
value of ite use. In his first messagii to Congre.s.s he a.sked for federal 
incorporation of interstate businesses. From there a.s the years pro¬ 
cessed he successively asked for more stringent ft*deral regulation. 
By 1910 he was proposing the creation of a body f<u- the regulation of 
business not unlike the Interstate Commerce Commission, and in 1911 
the federal control of prices of trust-made g(K>d.s. 

Taft, on the other hand, was dedicated to the virtues of the com¬ 
petitive system and felt that there was no way station between tnic 
competition and socialism. “We must get back to ctunpetition,” he 
argued at Pocatello in October, 1911. “If it is in»jx»ssible, tlien kit us 
go to socialism, for there is no way between.” But the President believed 
that socialism was not ncce.ssary since the effective use of the Sherman 
Law would in fact restore effective competition. The Sliennan Law, he 
wrote m 1911 “is a good law that ought to be enforced, and I propose 
to enforce it. True enough, in the 1908 campaign, wh<«n he was still 
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under the ideological shadow of Roosevelt, he had argued for national 
incorporation of large businesses. When he eventually presented his 
measure to Congress, however, it was a voluntary and not a compulsory 
measure. Taft made it clear that he wanted the law as a “supplement’’ 
to and not in place of the Sherman Act.^® 

Taft never got his incorporation statute, in part because he did not 
really push the measure and in part because western Republicans, not¬ 
withstanding the President’s assurances, feared that the bill might 
weaken the Sherman Act. Grounds for such fears certainly existed. As 
the antimonopoly movement grew, a good many large industrialists 
looked with more favor at regulatory schemes. For years in and out of 
Congress there had been talk that the Sherman Law was too rigid in its 
inclusive application to all restraint of interstate commerce whether the 
intent was toward monopoly or not, and whether the restraint was 
reasonable or not. Perhaps Roosevelt’s distinction between “good and 
bad” trusts had stimulated the movement toward a more flexible in¬ 
terpretation of the law. At any rate, in 1911 the Supreme Court in the 
Standard Oil and the American Tobacco cases enunciated its famous 
“rule of reason.” The Court found both the oil and the tobacco com¬ 
panies to be monopolies guilty of violating the antitrust act and ordered 
their dissolution. But in its argument the Court fundamentally changed 
the nature of the Sherman Act. Within the bounds of “reasonable con¬ 
tention” the Court found the intent of both companies had been to 
effect a monopoly and that their actions had placed an “undue re¬ 
straint” on the free flow of interstate and foreign commerce. By its use 
of the words “reasonable” and “undue” the Court, in effect, had 
amended the original law, and had arrogated unto itself the power to 
decide whether a business restraining interstate commerce was guilty 
of violating the Sherman Act.^® 

Before the Standard Oil decision the President had opposed the 
suggestion that the Court be allowed to exercise the power to decide 
what was or what was not reasonable restraint. Afterward, however, he 
reversed his position and reconciled himself to the decision, finally 
claiming that the Court had really strengthened the law rather than 
weakened it. This strange but characteristic reversal of the President 

19 The New York Times, October 7, 1911; Taft to A. R. Kimball, November 
21, 1911, Taft MSS. 

20 Des Moines Register and Leader, January 19, 1910; Taft to J. C. Hemp¬ 
hill, November 16, 1911, Taft MSS. 
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had no effect, however, on the temper of his own antitrust activities. 
To objections tiiat his and Wickersham’s over/etdous use of the Shei^ 
man Act were bringing on an industrial panic, he grimly R‘plied, “We 
are going to enforce that law or die in the attenjpt.” And alttough 
Taft's antitrust campaign was never as coniprehtuisive as he believed it 
to be, by the end of his four years his administration had obtained far 
more indictments against business concerns than were, secured in the 
Roosevelt span of seven. So vigorous indwd was tht; campaign that 
within a short time big business began to wivnder wlu'ther Roosevelt 
after all, was not preferable to Taft. 'I'he administration, the New 
York Sun lamented, was doing mort; to injure t'stahlished institutions 
than even the Socialists and the anarciiists.'^‘ 

Among the many antitnest suits initiated by the 'I'aft administration, 
by far the most imi>ortant was that against the United States Steel 
Corporation. It had little efftxt on the pattern of American industry, 
for after dragging on for years the suit was hnally decuded sigainst the 
government. But politically its results wen; almost catastrophic, both 
for Taft personally and for the Republican party. During the campaign 
of 1908 Taft had been asked by one of the contributors to the party 
whether the ^vernment had any pkim for biking action against the 
steel corporation. The trust was not then under investigation by the 
government, Taft replied, and he did not know of any reason for in- 
vestipition or prosecution, “Indeed,” the candidate added, “Secretary 
Garfield tells me there is not. ’ But in June, 1910, the President changed 
his mind. Upon the passage of a congressional resolution asking for tm 
investigation, 'faft ordered one. And then .sometime in 1911, exactly 
when is not clear, Taft, after several interviews with Solicitor General 
Frederick W. Lehmann, decided that a suit was in order. The Secre¬ 
tary of War, Jacob M. Dickinson, was appointed as a special counsel to 
prepare the government’s case, announced on October 2fi, 1911. In the 
government’s attempt to prove monopoly one of its main {joints of 
evidence was the steel cor{)oration’s acquisition of the Tennessee Cml 
Iron Company in 1907, of which Theodore Roosevelt had tacitly, 
ri not actually, aj^roved. The only conclusions that could lie drawn 
from the charge were pmnfully obvious. Either the atlministration felt 
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that Roosevelt had been duped in 1907 or that he was guilty of col¬ 
lusion in the formation of a moiKter monopoly.^ 

Taft apparently knew nothing about the inclusion of Roosevelt 
and the Tennessee Goal and Iron Company in the government charges. 
Attorney General Wickersham had read the relevant documents, but 
not the President. He also apparently remained curiously blind to the 
implications of Roosevelt’s inclusion in the case. Ten days after the 
steel suit was announced, he wrote a long letter to his brother in which 
he discussed the action at length without once mentioning the ex- 
President. A month later he confessed that introducing Roosevelt’s 
name into the suit had not helped it. But, he protested, he was not 
consulted at the time and he could not do anything about it at that 
late date.^^ Taft was a man of monumental honesty, but the whole 
story of the preparation of the steel suit is extremely curious. Until the 
drawing up of the government’s formal case, the President took an 
active interest in it. On March 6, for example, he had written the 
Solicitor General that he wanted to go over the steel investigation 
thoroughly with him. Moreover, the President was aware, or should 
have been, of the dynamite hidden in Roosevelt’s connection with the 
steel company. Just a little over two months before the steel suit was 
announced, a committee of the House of Representatives also investi¬ 
gating the steel trust had requested that Roosevelt appear before it 
and testify as to his part in the acquisition of tihe Tennessee Coal and 
Iron Company. Taft and Roosevelt had even talked over the matter 
previous to the committee’s request and the President had advised 
Roosevelt not to testify. Although the Colonel felt the request was a 
sheer piece of effrontery by a group of ‘‘dishonest jacks,” he insisted on 
appearing. Before the Stanley Committee, Roosevelt admitted that the 
steel corporation might have had more than benevolent motives in the 
purchase of the Tennessee corporation. But he insisted with all the fire 
and emphasis which he could summon up, a not altogether negli¬ 
gible quantity, that he as President had acted in the best interests of 
the nation and had been entirely consistent with both the spirit and the 
letter of the law. Had he read the newspapers, Taft could not have 
avoided being aware of Roosevelt’s indignation. Yet a month lato, 

22 Taft to George R. Sheldon, September 19, 1908, and to Lehmann, 
January 22, 1911, March 6, 1911, Taft MSS. 

23Tit to Horace Taft, November 5, 1911, and to George B. Edwards, 
December 8, 1911, Taft MSS. 
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when he wais informed the steel suit was to he filed within the next six 
weeks, the President did not ask to see the bill of {jurticulars. One is 
forced to conclude thiit 'I'aft wais either atv inen'dihly dull student of 
human rt'actions or that he intentionally avoided looking at the steel 
suit documents.*'** 

Roosevelt’s reaction to the steel suit was as prt'dictahle ;is the rela¬ 
tions of the celestial spheres. Before, he had been irritated by the 
President, but only with the modulab'd ire that comes with a differt'nce 
over issues. Now he was thorougidy enraged. lie strenuously disagreed 
with the administration’s arguments in the suit. But what angerc'd him 
most was the President’s lack of any .sense of obligation to his own 
word in the past. He had talked over the steel matter with Taft in 
1907 two or three times, he recalled. Since I’aft had been “enthusiiistic 
in praise of what was done,” tlmn it ill became him now to disagree. 
He should have, objected immediately, Roosevelt wnUe with certain 
venom, “or else from every consideration of hoitorable obligation nevt'r 
under any circumstances afterward.s,” He was forct'd to conclude that 
Taft and Wic.kenham were “playing small, mean anti foolish 
politics. . . 

All such rtimarks Roosevelt made in leth'rs conspicuously marked 
private and confidential. Ifis public rejoinder appeareti in The Out¬ 
look in mid-Novtmiber. Hti opened with .sonu? sharp retorts to the 
government’s claims in the steel .suit. But most of tlu‘ article was 
devoted to a blisttfring attack uikw ’I'aft’s "archaic” attempt to nstore 
the competitive system, an attempt no more logical than a return “to 
the flintlocks of Washington’s Continentals," 'I’he only way to cure the 
industrial problem without doing irretrievable harm to the country, 
Roosevelt argued, was to accept tl«‘ combination mov<*ment as in¬ 
evitable and indeed nece.ssary to motiern life. I’o protect the consumer 
and the lalxiring man in this new concentrated soci<‘ty, a vast aug- 
rnentatiem of federal regulatory jjower was m*etl<*ii. With such regula¬ 
tion, Roosevelt admitted, he was ready to go as far as the setting of 
industrial prices.*'® 


2* Taft to Lehmann, March 6, 1911, Taft MSS.; Rewseveft to Ni.-holas Long- 
wortlL June 19, 1911, and to James Garfield, August 9, 1911, ReKweveit MSS. 
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The steel suit and the personal involvement of Roosevelt provoked a 
multilevel crisis in the Republican party and in the progressive move¬ 
ment. Immediately after the congressional elections of 1910 the so- 
called progressive Republicans had met in the home of Senator 
La Toilette to draw up a declaration of principles and a call for a 
national meeting. At the meeting on January 21, 1911, the National 
Progressive Republican League was organized. Included in its mem¬ 
bership were eight Republican senators, six state governors, numerous 
congressmen, and many non-ofBceholders. Its purpose was to defeat 
William Howard Taft for the Republican nomination in 1912 by sup¬ 
porting the candidacy of Robert La Follette. The League tried des¬ 
perately to obtain the public support of Roosevelt, many of its mem¬ 
bers, in fact, would have been overjoyed to forget La Follette im¬ 
mediately and support Roosevelt for the nomination had he been 
willing. But the Colonel not only refused to permit his name to be 
used^ he also declined to align himself with the League. Roosevelt was 
sure that the progressives and La Follette would not be able to defeat 
Taft for the Republican nomination. He was also equally certain that 
Taft would be defeated in the election. The split in the Republican 
party was so great, he concluded, that 1912 would inevitably be a 
Democratic year. Between the warring factions he felt that the views of 
the conservatives on the balance “offered a little more promise for 
good. * . Nevertheless, as far as he personally was concerned, he 
was determined in the summer of 1911 to remove himself from all 
intraparty hostilities. He would not, he declared in a public statement 
in late June, be a candidate himself, nor would he support any other 
man for the nomination.^^ 

Roosevelt retained his midsummer position unwaveringly until the 
day of the steel suit; thereafter he changed it rapidly. On the day the 
suit was announced he intimated to the governor of California that he 
might be persuaded to run for the nomination were he convinced that 
the masses of the people liked and trusted him. Within a little more 
than a month, by not saying either yes or no to a proposal by his 
fonner Secretary of the Interior, James R. Garfield, he left the way 
open for his friends to work for his candidacy. From that moment, 
given Roosevelt’s great popularity and his competitive spirit, the rest 
was inevitable. By February, 1912, he declared that his hat was in the 

George E. Mowry, Theodore Roosevelt and the Progressive Movement 
(Madiion, Wii., 1946), pp. 172-182. 
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A portion of this group, devoted to a small America in which power 
was fragmented and unorganized, looked back longingly toward the 
past and wanted to recreate it. Emotionally they were disposed toward 
the country and the town as against the city, toward the workshop as 
against the factory, toward the individual as against the regimented 
mass, toward a small Jeffersonian government as against a leviathan 
state, and toward an isolated nation as against a mobilized state exert¬ 
ing its power in the far comers of the world. Coming mostly from the 
Midwest and beyond, these agrarian reformers wanted to crush the 
power of big business without creating an equivalent focus of central¬ 
ized power elsewhere. Because no force adequate to the task existed 
outside that of government, they were forced to rely upon an in¬ 
creasingly potent State. But tihe ultimate goal was in the past. Their 
yardstick was not what could be, but what had be^. To such a degree 
they reluctantly walked backward into the future. 

An equally important progressive faction had caught a vision from 
the new organization of capital and labor, from the new science, re¬ 
ligion, and technology. Urban-minded and collectivists, although not 
Socialists, these progressives were critical of the ^‘chaotic individualism’’ 
of the past. They decried the ^‘mutilation” of productive capacity, 
which they saw as a direct result of the attempt to restore competition. 
The new collective industrial system of corporations and labor unions, 
they argued, was capable of enormous social good, provided it was 
properly organized for a higher social good. What was wanted was not 
destruction but reconstmction through the introduction of public 
management. They envisioned a productive machine that would re¬ 
main capitalistic in function but almost socialistic in purpose and 
result. The major aim, Herbert Croly suggested, was to secure the maxi¬ 
mum production from a private system with the most widespread 
diflfusion of benefits possible.^® As these progressives thought in terms 
of concentrated power internally, so they also thought in the realm of 
foreign affairs. Isolation, with its invidious distinction between Ameri¬ 
canism and Europeanism, contributed nothing to society except to 
flatter the American vanity. If the nation was to live up to its demo¬ 
cratic promise, then it must of necessity use its power abroad for the 
construction of an international “system of public laws.” The securing 
of such a system in the Western Hemisphere would be relatively easy, 
Croly thought. Elsewhere, because powerful nations existed which 

» Herbert Croly, The Promise of American Life (New York, 1909), p. 367. 
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would benefit by strife, the task would be more difficult. But the 
United States could, by “an alliance with the pacific European 
powers,” namely, Great Britain and France, first project the system 
across the North Atlantic and then work for “its establishment through¬ 
out the world.” 

Successful democratic politicians rarely ever can afford to take their 
doctrines from one ideological font. But in a very rough and imprecise 
way Taft, La Follette, and Roosevelt reflected the triangular ideolo¬ 
gical struggle for supremacy within the Republican party. By 1912, 
Taft, a self-announced const^rvative, was leaning for supiK)rt upon the 
still dominant, pro-big-busineis element among the party’s officeholders 
and its suppliers of funds. The President wtis not the automatic voice 
of big business. By principle he wtLS devoted in .some ways to a shadowy 
Imsez-faire state that had disappeared many years btifore. But his 
dislike of a powerful government, hi.s fear of direct dfunocracy, his 
reverence for the courts, and his mental confusion, sis attested by his 
foreign policy, made it practically impossible for him succes.sfully to 
challenge the enormous strength of the new industry. II<‘ had neither 
the will to return to the past nor the inclination to disturb the pivsent. 

La Follette also only roughly reflected the more mkrocosmic attitudes 
of the farmers and the small merchants in the Midwe.stern states where 
his candidacy was strongest. lie was a university-trained man, in¬ 
fluenced by the new social science and religion. Under his leadership 
Wisconsin had gone further than any other state along the path toward 
a social democracy. But although he used the new teehniques of con¬ 
trol, his goals were mainly thase of the past, tho.se of the peopit* among 
whom he had grown up in the smaller village of Primrose, Wisconsin. 
Like the Gracchi of Rome, he was ready to use new political power to 
return the state, to its ancient rural, democKitk, freeholding ways. In 
1912 Robert La Follette desired a small America Iwth inti'rnally and 
externally. So he remained for the rest of his life. I alter, in the debates 
of the League of Nations, he expressixl lx>th his fears and his faith; “I 
do not covet for this country a position in the world which history 
has shown would make us the object of endkss jealoasies and 
hatred. . . 

For Rooses'clt the facts speak more clearly. A twentieth-century 

»o Ibid., p. 314. 

SI Belle Case La Follette and Pola La Follette, R«b«rt M, La Follette (2 
vols., New York, 1953), H, 981. 
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urban man, Roosevelt was extremely sensitive and responsive to the 
new doctrines abroad in the United States and the world. He recog¬ 
nized the reactionary impulse of much of Midwest progressivism. It 
was really “a kind of rural toryism,” he remarked. Being a good poli¬ 
tician, he compromised with the agrarians, but his heart and head were 
elsewhere. An admirer of organization, a seeker of power, and a glori- 
fier of strength, Roosevelt was really devoted to the New Nationalism. 
In the interstices of that bundle of doctrines first expounded at Osawa- 
tomie and later in the campaign of 1912 lay the seeds of much of the 
promise and most of the peril of the next fifty years.®^ 

Ideology, of course, is only one of many elements that decide na¬ 
tional political contests. Personality, organization, money, myth, and 
chance are all weighty counters in the final result. But the conflicting 
ideas within the Republican party were significant factors in its tem¬ 
porary disintegration. In the three-cornered fight for the Republican 
nomination Roosevelt defeated La Follette, only to be defeated in turn 
by Taft at the national nominating convention. In an angry burst of 
ambition and conviction, Roosevelt founded his Progressive party in an 
attempt to rally all progressive sentiment to his support. Neither 
La Follette nor enough of the country responded. Roosevelt ran well 
ahead of Taft but considerably behind Woodrow Wilson and the 
Democrats. And with Wilson’s election the Republican phase of the 
progressive movement had come to an end.®® 


Roosevelt to A. W. Cooley, August 29, 1911, Roosevelt MSS. 

8^ For a detailed account of the 1912 primary and general election contest, 
see the following volume of this series, Arthur S. Link, Woodrow Wilson and 
the Progressive Era, 1910-1917 (New York, 1954). 
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in the library of Congress. I'he Papers of Samuel Gompers, American Fed¬ 
eration t>f latbor Archives, Washington; the Papers of Frank Parsons, Yale 
University; aiul the unfortunately small lincoln Steiens Collection, Bancroft 
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cial phases of the rise tif the reform spirit, see the large Benjamin B. Lindsey 
ColUnaion, the Papers td Addams, and the Papers of Susan B. Anthony 
in the Library of Ckuigress. 

For the growth of ciistern progressivism in the cities and the states, see the 
Papeni of William K. ChandhT, New Hampshire Historical Society, Concord; 
the Seth Low Collection, Columbia University; and the Papers of John Purroy 
Mitchell and the Jacol) A. Riis Manuscripts in the Library of Congress. The 
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Umversity of Michigan. ’I'hc Albert J. Heveridge Papen, Library of Congress, 
form a huge and valuable eollwtion. 'Phe Papers of Herbert S. Hadley, Uni¬ 
versity of Mi.ssouri; the John A. Johnsou PajM-rs, Minne.sota Historical So¬ 
ciety; ami the Coe [. Crawford, S. X. Way, ami Peter Norbeek Collections, 
University of South Dakota, are valuable for their particular .state-s. Some of 
the Papers of Robert M. la FoHett«> on his state career are open in the State 
HLstorical Society of Wisconsin. For W'i.seonsin also se«^ the Paper.s of Francis 
L. M<X»ovcru, James O. i^avulson, and Charles R. hIcCarthy in the State 
Historical Society. In Iowa, the Patw;ni of AllK'rt H. Cummins, Historical 
Memorial and Art Department of Iowa, Des Moine.s, and the i‘apers of Jona¬ 
than P. Dolliver, Iowa State Historical Society, Iowa City, are best. The 
Walter R. Stubb.s and Joseph H. Bristow Collectioti.s, Katisas State Historical 
Society, are .slight but Informative. 

On the mountain rt^gion the Papers of Edward P. Costigan, University of 
Colorado, Boulder; the John A. ShafnHh Papers, Colorado State Archives, 
Denver; and the Get>rge Curry Papers, Historical Society of New Mexico! 
Sanm Fe, arc useful. In the Northwest the Papers of Miles Poindexter, Uni¬ 
versity of Wa.shington, Seattle (on mierofdm), ami the Jonathan Bourne, Jr., 
Papers, University of Oreg(»n, Eugene, .suj)ply evidem e t>f the mounting pro- 
tot agaimt the old fwlltifs esprriatiy after Ifitll 

For California developments, .see e.speeialiy the Papers of Hiram Johnson, 
and the Chester Rowell ManuseriptH, Banendt Library, University of Cali¬ 
fornia, Berkeley; the Papers of M(*yer Lissner, Stanftird University; and the 
William Rent (<olleetion, Yah* University. 'Fhe Papers of Ceorge C. Pardee 
and John D. Works. Baneroft Library, University of California. Berkeley; the 
John D. Work.s Collection, Stanford University; and the P.ipcrs of John 
Randolph Haynes, and the Edward A. Diekson Collection, Haynes Founda¬ 
tion, University of California, lats Angeles, are also useful. 

The South has not been as fortunate in the eolleetlon of manu.scripts in the 
recent period a-s have other sections. For various southern aspects of the revolt 
against the old {wlitie.s, see the 'Fhomiw K. Wat.son Papers, University of 
North Carolina; the Papers of Benjamin R. ’rillmati, University of South 
Carolina; the disapixunting William Jennings Bryan Papers, labrary of Con- 
j^c.ss and the National Archives; ami the very large eollection of Josephus 
Daniels Papers, Library of Congress. For other mamiseript material on the 
rise of local movemwus acm.ss the nation, see the entries under the Roosevelt 
and Taft administrations. 

The Roo.sevelt A»MiNmTRAT»>NS 

On Theodore Roosevelt’s administrations three large coUectbns sure of 
pnme importance. The Papei* of TTieodore Rowevelt, Ubraiy of Congress 
and subsidiary collections in the New York Hbtorical Society and the Ha^ 
vard College Library, are invaluable. Rmisevelt wa.s a prodigious letter writer, 
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and his correspondaace touched upon most of the cultural and political ques^ 
tions of the day. The WilEam Howard Taft Papers, Library of Congress, are 
also of great significance for the Roosevelt years, as well as the Papers of 
Elihu Root, Library of Congress. The papers of most of the other members 
of Roosevelt’s Cabinets are available. The Papers of John Hay, the Philander 
C. Knox Collection, the Papers of James R. Garfield, and the Papers of 
Charles J. Bonaparte, all in the Library of Congress, are essential. Either 
because of their meager quantity or quality, the Papers of Oscar S. Straus, 
which include a manuscript diary, the Papers of William Henry Moody, and 
the Lyman J. Gage Collection, in the Library of Congress, are of lesser im¬ 
portance. Of particular value for the conservation movement are the volumi¬ 
nous manuscripts of Gifford Pinchot, Library of Congress. Of the lesser 
important figures in the Roosevelt administration the following collections 
are useful: the Harvey W. Wiley Papers, the Papers of Frederick H. Newell, 
the Journals of W. Cameron Forbes, the Henry White Papers, the Papers of 
Whitelaw Reid, the Chandler P. Anderson Papers, the Philippe Bunau-Varilla 
Papers, the Cecil Spring-Rice Correspondence with Theodore Roosevelt, the 
Leonard Wood Papers, the George Goethals Papers, and those of James H. 
Wilson and General Robert Lee Bullard, all in the Library of Congress. The 
papers of William W. Rockhill, Harvard College Library, are useful for 
Chinese affairs. 

The Taft Administration 

Of primary importance is the huge Collection of William Howard Taft, 
Library of Congress, numbering over a thousand portfolios. The President’s 
manuscripts are of particular importance because very few collections of his 
Cabinet members are available. Among these are the Kjiox papers already 
mentioned; the Papers of Franklin Mac Veagh, Library of Congress; and the 
Henry L. Stimson Papers, Yale library. The manuscripts of James W. 
Wickersham are in possession of the family in New York City and are not 
open to students. The above may be supplemented by the James S. Sherman 
Papers, New York Public Library, a large collection but of minor value, by 
the papers of many of the less significant figures of the Roosevelt administra¬ 
tion, and by the papers of congressmen and senators listed below. 

Congress 

The nature and philosophy of the conservative leadership of the Senate 
are well documented in the Nelson W. Aldnch Papers, Library of Congress, 
which will be opened in the immediate future to scholars; the large collection 
of William B. Allison Papers, Historical, Memorial and Art Department of 
Iowa, Des Moines; the rather unsatisfactory Papers of John C. Spooner, 
Library of Congress; and the small collection of political letters to and from 
Orville H. Platt, State Library, Hartford, Connecticut. The important papers 
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of Henry Cabot Lodffe, Massachusetts Historical Society, arc tcmporaiiJy 
dosed. But the Papers of Joseph Bemtm Foraker, Ulirary of Congress and 
the Historical and Philo.wphicaI Society of Ohio, Cincinnati, although show¬ 
ing signs of family editing, are ejctremely intere.sting. 'Phe diovc may be 
supplemented by the Pa|K?rs of Thomas II. Carter, Library of Congress; the 
Papers of Jacob IL (lallinger, New Hampshire Ilistorieal StH'iety; the Francis 
E. Warren Papers, University of Wyomiii", Linimie; anti the already noted 
collections of Philander C. Knox and James S. .Sherman. For the House of 
Representatives the best equivalent eoilections are the Pajx're of James A. 
Tawncy, Minne.sota Historical Sodely, St. Paul; the Jame.s R. Mann Collec¬ 
tion, Library of Congress; and tlu? PajH-ra of John C. laeey and James T. 
Hull, both in the Historical, Memwial and Art DejKirtmettt of Iowa, Des 
Moines. 

For the progressive Republicans the most imefnl are the huge collection 
of Albert J. Beveridge Papers, libniry of Ctuigress; the similar extensive but 
incomplete Papm of Albert B. flummins, Historical, Memorial and Art 
Depiurtment of Iowa; the .small but valuable Jonathan P. Ihdlivcr Papers, 
Iowa State Historical Society, Iowa City; the tiiassive Papers of Miles Poin¬ 
dexter, University of Virginia, which arc also on microfilm at the Univmity 
of Washington, Seattle; and the Papers of Knute Nelson, Minnesota His¬ 
torical Society, St. Paul; and of Joseph L. Bri.stow, Kansas Historical Society, 
Topeka. Two important collections are not yet open: the major part of the 
Robert M. Ki Follette Papers in (wssmion of Fola La Follette, and the 
William Bonih Collection, Library of Congress. f)f lesser .signifkanee but still 
important are the Papers of Moses Clapp, Minne.sota Historical Society; the 
Jonathan Bourne Collection, Oregon Historical Society; the F.Imer J. Burkett 
Manuscripts, in ptisiession of the family, Lincoln, Nebr.«ka; anti the Coe I. 
Crawford Papm, University of South Dakota. For the Reptiblican progres¬ 
sives in the House the most useful are the PujUTS of Ceoq-fe W. Norris and 
Augustus P. Gardner, librsiry of Congress; the Papers of Nils P. Haugen and 
John Jacob F-sch, Sttite Historical Society of Wisconsin; the Charles A. 
Lindbergh Collection, Minmtsttta Historical Sewiety, St. Paul; and the Charla 
D. Willartl Collection, Huntington library, San Marino, California. 

Democratic strategy ami i»olicies in the Semite are well nwaled in the 
Lee S. Overrrian Papers, University of North Carolina; the Friirifis New- 
lands Callection, Yale University; the Benjamin R. 'nitman Papm, Univer- 
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lection, Alderman, Library, University of Virginia. Of particular value for 
tbe period after 1910 are the Claude Kitchen Pap^s, University of North 
Carolina. Of less use for the Roosevelt and Taft periods are the Henry D. 
Flood Papers, Library of Congre^; the John H. Ba n k h ead Manuscripts and 
the Oscar W. Underwood Papers, Alabama Department of Archives, Mont¬ 
gomery; the Francis B. Harrison papers and the Papers of Richard P. Hob¬ 
son, both in the Library of Congress; and the Bourke W. Cochran Collection, 
New York Public library. 

Miscellaneous 

Among the papers of newspaper editors and writers not already mentioned, 
the most important are the Henry Watterson Collection, Library of Congress; 
the Papers of Lucius B. Swift, Indiana Historical Society, Bloomington; the 
William D, Foulke Collections, Library of Congress and the Indiana His¬ 
torical Society; and the Papers of Owen Wkter, library of Congress. 

Among the great manuscript collections of the United States few are more 
important for their total history than that of the Adams Family Papers, 
Massachusetts Historical Society. This recently opened coEection contains 
the manuscripts of Brooks and Henry Adams, both close friends of Roose¬ 
velt, who influenced the President on several important matters of policy. 
The Nicholas Murray Butler Papers, Columbia University library, contain 
the thought of this important low-tariff conservative Repubhcan, The Richard 
Olney Papers, Library of Congress, r^ect both the thought and the influ¬ 
ence of this influential conservative Democrat- The large Booker T. Wash¬ 
ington Collection, library of Congress, is invaluable for N^ro ofinicHi and 
contains information about Roosevelt’s southern racial policy. For buaness 
opinion, see the Henry Lee Higginson Papers, Houghton Library, Harvard 
University; the George Foster Peabody CoEection, Library of Congre^; and 
the Papers of General GrenviEe M. Dodge, Historical, Memorial and Art 
Department of Iowa, Des Moines. The Dodge Letters are particularly useful 
for raihoad matters and for Midwestern conservative busine^ attitudi^ Aftex 
Andrew Carnegie sold his steel mills he turned to world peace and buriness 
reform. The Cam^e Papers, library of are valuable as the record 

of a social Darwinist who became a progressive. 

The very few items in the Alfred Mahan Papers, library of Coi^^ are 
important for naval and world policy. The Papers of Lafayette Young, His¬ 
torical, Memorial and Art Department of Iowa, reflect the conservatism of a 
Midwest publisher and politician, as do the Papers of George Perkins in the 
same institution. Moreton Frewen was a British subject who earned on a 
large transatlantic correspondence on United States affairs. His Papers, 
Library of Congress, are s^nificant for their relatively detached view of men 
and issues. 
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Published Letters iuud Writing 

Biting E. Morison and John M. Blum (cds.), The Letters of Theodore 
Roosevelt (8 vols., Cambridge, 1951-54), is superbly edited. These volumes 
contain about one-fifth of Roosevelt’s letters, extremely well .selected and 
annotated. They also include a number of brilliant e.s.say.s on the President 
and his policy. They should be supplemented by The U'orAs of Theodore 
Roosevelt (20 vols., National Edition, New York, !92()), which contain most 
of Roosevelt’s important public spceche.s. Henry Cabot I/>dge (cd.). Selec¬ 
tions from the Correspondence of Theodore Roosevelt and Henry Cabot 
Lodge, 1884-1918 ( 2 vols., New York, 1925), ha.s strange omissions and 
should be checked with Roosevelt’s own mamtscripts. Will Irwin (ed.). 
Letters to Kermit from Theodore Roosevelt, 1902-1908 (New York, 1946)^ 
gives an intimate view of Roosevelt. 

Unfortunately neither the letters nor speeche.s of William Howard Taft 
have been published. But a number of volumta exist which contain the corre¬ 
spondence of le.sser figures. Among the me»re imptirtaut of the.se are Arthur 
H. Darling (ed.), TAc Public Papers of Francis (i. Nmvlands (2 vols., Bos¬ 
ton, 1932); Colin B. Goodykoontz (cd.). The Papers of Edward P. Costigan 
Relating to the Progressive Movement in Colorado, 1902 17 (Boulder, 1941); 
Anne W. Lane and Druis H. Wall (ed.s.), 7'he Letters of Franklin K. Lane, 
Personal and Political (Bo.ston, 1922); Constance Gardner (ed.). Some 
Letters of Augustus Peabody Gardner (Bo.ston, 1920): Ste[>hen Gwynn (ed.). 
The Letters and Friendships of Sir Cecil Spring-Rice (2 vols., Boston, 1929); 
and T. B. Moore, The Collected Papers of John Ikmett Moore (7 vols.’, 
New Haven, 1945). Moore was America's leading scludar on intenmtumal 
law, a frequent adviser to the State Department. 

Among the printed collections for the nonpolitical figures, Ella Winter and 
Granville Hicks (cds.), The Letters of Lincoln Steffens (2 vols,, New York, 
1938), are perhaps of most eonsequenee to tlie student of [)rogn'.ssivism. The 
volumes supplement the few letters of StelTens which arc avail.dtle in manu¬ 
script collectiora. Also of importance is Walter Johnson (ed.), Selected Let¬ 
ters of William Allen White, 1899-1943 (New York. 1947). 'Phese letters, 
selected to depict White rather than his views, are nevertheless extremely 
informative. Allen Nevins (cd.), The Letters and Journal of lhand Whitlock 
(2 vols., New York, 1936), gives a good insight inttt the mentality of one of 
the early municipal reformers. Burton J. Hendrick, The Life and Letters of 
Walter Hines Page (3 vols., Garden City, N.Y., 1924 20), should be used 
With caution. 

Among the more strictly literary figures, Mildred Howells (ed.), Life in 
Letters^ of William Dean Howells (2 vols., New York. 1928), is of great 
value in a.s8aying middle-dass thought of the period. Worthington C, Ford 
(cd.). The Letters of Henry Adams, 1892-1918 (Boston, 1932), throws light 
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upon an important and original mind. Newton Arvin (ed.), The Selected 
Letters of Henry Adams (New York, 1951), is of less use. Donald Hazen 
(ed.), The Letters of William Roscoe Thayer (New Yoik, 1926), prints the 
correspondence of a friend and a biographer of Theodore Roosevelt. 

Newspapers 

The New York Times during the period was by far the most comprehen¬ 
sive newspaper in its coverage and one of the most objective. Unfortunately 
its published index was not started until 1912 and that of the New York 
Tribune stopped in the early years of the decade. Of all the pro-administra¬ 
tion papers between 1901-12, the New York Tribune was probably the best, 
although it was inclined to be more favorable to Taft than to Roosevelt. 
Among the more consistent Roosevelt papers were the Kansas City Star, the 
Chicago Tribune, and the Des Moines Register, The New York Sun was the 
voice of extreme conservatism on the East coast, the Los Angeles Times on 
the West. Two independent pai>ers worthy of note are the Springfield Repub¬ 
lican and the New York Post, 

Of the Democratic papers, the New York World was probably the best, 
especially after 1904, when Frank Cobb joined its editorial staff. Other 
representative Democratic papers included the Baltimore Sun, the Louisville 
Courier Journal, the St. Louis Post Dispatch, and the Raleigh News and 
Observer, 

Most ardent and consistent in their progressive policy were the Philadel¬ 
phia North American, the Kansas City Star, the Des Moines Register, the 
San Francisco Bulletin, and the Los Angeles Express, The Hearst chain was 
both extremely radical and nationalistic in the early years of the decade, but 
its social policy became less vigorous as the years progressed. The most im¬ 
portant Hearst papers were the original paper of the chain, the San Francisco 
Examiner, and the New York American and the Chicago American. 

The left-wing position was well reflected by the New York Call. Of vast 
importance in reflecting the conservative-radical, anarchistic-socialistic,, agra¬ 
rian opinion was the Girard (Kansas) Appeal to Reason. 

Periodicals 

The first decade of the twentieth century was the golden day of the maga¬ 
zine with a political message, the most outstanding development in such 
publishing being the rise of the so-called muckrake journals, magazines 
cheap in price but devoted to a clinical and critical study of phases of life 
and politics. The sober and serious Arena, with a small circulation, was the 
first in the field, and is important because of its New England religious flavor. 
Others with far more circulation, color, and influence were McClure^s, Pear¬ 
son’s, Everybody's, American, and Cosmopolitan. Because it took the lead in 
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the Ballii^er-PiTChot coirttoversy, CoMier’j is especially important for tl»e 
Taft period. 

Two mkldle-of-tb«-ro»d progr^w jwwmls inclined to wpport the Roose¬ 
velt policies were The Outlook and WotMs Wort Edited by the Abbott 
brothers, The Outlook was the popular voice of the evangelical Protestant 
reform. Roosevelt wrote r^ularly for the magazine after 1910. ftr. Albert 
Shaw, editor of Worn’s was parricularily interested in civic refonn 

and civic planning. Two ardent regional progressive periodicals were the 
Midw««cm Public and the Ced^ormm Wmkly and Pacific Outlook. The 
Nation continued its traditional classical liberal attitudes. Im Follette’s Maga¬ 
zine was the pemonal voice of the Wisconsin .senator after 1909, and The 
Commoner, Uncoln, Nebra.ska, retailed the views of Willbm Jennings Bryan. 

The conservative approach can be seen in George Ilarsey’s North Ameii- 
can Review and in the San Francisco Argonaut, 1‘hc Literary Digest and the 
old Current Opinion are u-scful for their excellent summary of prexs opinion 
from around the world. More speeializetl in their interests are the American 
Federationist, the voice of the trade unirms; Capper's Weekly, a le.iding farm 
joumrf; and the CommercM and FinmcM Chrmkk, the Wall Street Jour¬ 
nal, and the Now York Jourmd of Commerce. The Sdantific American is 
especially TOluable for its excellent articles on technical and sciattific de- 
vdopmraats. 

Mmmte 

The period is rich in personal mentoriw of the leadh^ figures of the age. 
Among the most Important of such volumes arc 'riieodorc Rmw'vdt, An 
Autobiography (New York, 1920, which sltmdd he used with consideralfie 
caution; Archie Butt, Taft md Roosemti; The Intimeti iMtm of AreUi 
Butt (New York, 19311), informative but also at linn's misleading; Owen 
Wister, Roosevelt: The Story of a Friendship (New York, 19311); and John 
S. lasary, Jr., 7'alks with T.R. (New York, 192(1). Robert M. lat FoUclte, 
Autobiography (Madison, Wis., 1911), was written in part as a campaign 
document. George W. Norris, Fighting Liberal; The Autobiography of George 
W. Norris (New York, 1945), only hints at the real stature of the man. 
Gifford Pinchot, Breaking New Ground (New York, 1947), is a partisan but 
CMeitlal source for the history of conservation. Much u»*fnl material can be 
obtained frotn Nicholas Murray Butler, Across the Busy Years (2 vols., New 
York, 1939-40); Henry L. Stimsoo, On Aetim Service in Peace and War 
(New York, 1948), givto some information on New Ymk politics awi on dbe 
Taft adimmstxation. 

Maty B. Bryan (ed.), The Memoirs of William Jennings Bryan (Phiiadcl- 
pUa, 1925), is useful for a study of Bryan’s motivation and purposes. Champ 
Clark, My Quarter Century of 4»n«nc«B Politics (2 vols., New York, 1920), 
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is extremely disappointing. Other minor books by major political figures in¬ 
clude Joseph B. Foraker, Notes of a Busy Life (Cincinnati, 1911); Shelby M. 
Cullom, Fifty Years of Public Service (Chicago, 1911); Oscar S. Straus, 
Under Four Administrations: From Cleveland to Taft (New York, 1922); 
and Mrs. William H. Taft, Recollections of Full Years (New York, 1914). 

The personal accounts of less important political participants are also 
plentiful. Among the more essential are Tom L. Johnson, My Story (New 
York, 1911); James E. Watson, As I Knew Them (Indianapolis, 1936); 
Isaac Stephenson, Recollections of a Long Life (Chicago, 1915); Philippe 
Bunau-Varilla, Panama, the Creation, Destruction and Resurrection (London, 
1913), and From Panama to Verdun; My Fight for France (Philadelphia, 
1940); William S. Vare, My Forty Years in Politics (Philadelphia, 1933); 
Oscar W. Underwood, Drifting Sand of Party Politics (New York, 1928); 
Gyrenus Cole, / Remember, I Remember (Iowa City, 1936); James M. Cc^ 
Journey Through My Years (New York, 1946); Harold L. Ickes, Autobiog^ 
raphy of a Curmudgeon (New York, 1943); Carter Henry Harrison, Stormy 
Years (New York, 1935); and Dr. Harvey Wiley, An Autobiography (In¬ 
dianapolis, 1930). 

Four most essential books for sampling the spirit, if not the facts, of the 
period are Lincoln Steffens, The Autobiography of Lincoln Steffens (2 vols., 
New York, 1931), one of the great autobiographical efforts of recent history; 
William Allen White, The Autobiography of William Allen White (New 
York, 1946); Henry Adams, The Education of Henry Adams (New York, 
1918); and Oswald Garrison Villard, Memoirs of a Liberal Editor (New 
York, 1939). Other important works by journalists or publishers are Brand 
Whitlock, Forty Years of It (New York, 1914); Charles E. Russell, Bare 
Hands and Stone Walls: Some Recollections of a Sideline Reformer (New 
York, 1933); S. S. McClure, My Autobiography (New York, 1914); Frederic 
G. Howe, The Confessions of a Reformer (New York, 1925); Fremont 
Older, My Own Story (New York, 1926); Ida Tarbell, All in the Day^s 
Work (New York, 1939); and Ray Stannard Baker, American Chronicle 
(New York, 1945). The last is not as complete on the progressive period as 
the student might wish. 

Largely because of thdr relations with major political figures, the follow¬ 
ing are useful: Hany L. Stoddard, As I Knew Them (New York, 1927); 
HL H. Kohlsaat, From McKinley to Harding (New York, 1923); Arthur W. 
Duim, From Harrison to Harding (2 vols., New York, 1922); Oscar King 
Davis, Released for Publication (New York, 1945); and Josephus Daniels, 
Editor in Politics (Chapel Hill, 1941). 

Samuel Gompers, Seventy Years of Life and Labor: An Autobiography (2 
vols.. New York, 1925), is the revealng work of the dean of American labor. 
Equally important is the remembrance of Morris Hillquit, Loose Leaves from 
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a Busy Life (New York, 1934), giving the point of view of a Socialist labor 
leader, Thomas J. Coolidge, The Autobiography of T, Jefferson Coolidge, 
gives a good portrait of the mind of a conservative Republican man of affairs. 
A conservative Democratic business viewpoint can be found in Perry Bel¬ 
mont, An American Democrat, The Recollections of Perry Belmont (New 
York, 1940). Richard T. Ely, Ground Under Our Feet; An Autobiography 
(New York, 1938); John R, Commons, Myself (New York, 1934); and Ed¬ 
ward A. Ross, Seventy Years of It (New York, 1937), bear the testimony of 
scholar-reformers. 

Other personal records include Lyman Abbott, Reminiscences (New York, 
1915); William D. Foulke, A Hoosier Autobiography (New York, 1922); 
Henry Watterson, Morse Henryk' (2 vols., New York, 1919); Alice Long- 
worth Roosevelt, Crowded Hours (New York, 1933); Victor Rosewater, 
Backstage in 1912 (Philadelphia, 1932); JuKa Foraker, 1 Would Live It 
Again (New York, 1932); and Charles R. Flint, Memoirs of a Busy Life 
(New York, 1933). 

General Works 

No attempt will be made to list all the books dealing with each particular 
subject. To do so would require far more pages than are available. There¬ 
fore only books that the author used which are either not mentioned in the 
footnotes or which have a much wider importance than particular citation 
indicates will appear in the following sections. Among the few general works 
covering the entire period in detail, by far the best are two by Harold U. 
Faulkner, The Decline of Laissez-Faire, 1897-1917 (New York, 1951), and 
The Quest for Social Justice, 1898-1914 (New York, 1931). As the titles 
indicate, the first deals mainly with economic and social phenomena and the 
second with the more general aspects of the progressive movement. Mark 
Sullivan, Our Times, The United States 1900—1925 (6 vols., New York, 
1926-35), is the work of an intelligent journalist, valuable among other 
reasons for its observations on popular culture. Two most necessary biog¬ 
raphies are by Henry F. Pringle, Theodore Roosevelt, A Biography (New 
York, 1931), and The Life and Times of William Howard Taft (2 vols.. 
New York, 1939). One of the most readable books of its kind, the Roosevelt 
volume is slight and perhaps underestimates the importance of its subject. 
Althoi^h much more detailed and scholarly, the Taft volume also needs 
corrections here and there. A sectional study, Russel B. Nye, Midwestern 
Progressive Politics (East Lansing, 1951), is excellent within its limits. 

Henry S. Commager, The American Mind, An Interpretation of Ameri¬ 
can Thought and Character Since the 1880's (New Haven, 1952), is in¬ 
valuable for its field, as is Morton G. White, Social Thought in America, 
the Revolt Against Formalism (New York, 1949). By far the finest single 
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interpretation of twentieth-century American literature is Alfred Kazi^ O 
Native Grounds (New York, 1942), but the student should also consult Oscar 
Cargill, Intellectual America (New York, 1941), and John Chamberlain, 
Farewell to Reform (New York, 1932). 

Not confined to the progressive period but containing extremely va ^ 
and brilliant insights into the progressive mind are Richard Hofstadter, ^ 
Age of Reform, From Bryan to F.D,R, (New York, 1955), and Eric F, o 
man, Rendezvous With Destiny (New York, 1952). Three other fine 
which contribute in the same manner are Darnel Aaron, Men of Good 
(New York, 1951); Louis Hartz, The Liberal Tradition in America (New 
York, 1954); and Arthur Ekirch, Jr, The Decline of American Liberalism 
(New York, 1956). 

Material America 

The only good detaHed survey of the farmer and his problems in this 
period is Theodore Saloutos and John D. Hicks, Agricultural Discontent in 
the Middle West, 1900-1939 (Madison, Wis., 1951). But see also Fred A. 
Shannon, “The Status of the Midwestern Farmer in 1900,” Mississippi VaU 
ley Historical Review, XXXVII (1950), 491. For the status of labor, see 
John R. Commons and associates. History of Labor in the United States 
(New York, 1918), V, and Foster R. Dulles, Labor in America: A History 
(New York, 1949). On the business mind, the rise of monopoly, and finance 
capitalism, see Edward C. Kirkland, Dream and Thought in the Business 
Community, 1860-1900 (Madison, Wis., 1956), and T. C. Cochran ^d 
WilUam Miller, The Age of Enterprise (New York, 1942). More technical 
are Eliot Jones, The Trust Problem in the United States (New York, 1924), 
and Arthur R. Bums, The Decline of Competition (New York, 1936). On 
the new immigration, John Higham, Strangers in the Land (New Bruns¬ 
wick, N.J., 1955), and Oscar Handlin, The Uprooted (Boston, 1951), are 
excellent. 

Intellectual Tides 

The appropriate chapters in Richard Hofstadter, Social Darwinism in 
American Thought, 1860-1905 (Philadelphia, 1944); Sidney Fine, Laissez 
Faire and the General Welfare State (Ann Arbor, 1956); and Joseph Dorf- 
man The Economic Mind in American Civilization (New York, 1949), III, 
offer an excellent start for an examination of the American political mind 
in the twentieth century. See also Merle Curti, The Growth of American 
Thought (New York, 1943), and Ralph H. Gabriel, The Course of American 
Democratic Thought (New York, 1940). For the academician’s contributions 
to the rational discussion, see Merle Curti, The Social Ideals of American 
Educators (New York, 1935). Joseph Dorfman, Thorstein Veblen and His 
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1946); and Sidney Fine, “Richard T. Ely, Forerunner of l*n»gre»ivism,” 
Mississippi Valley Hislorical Reehw, XXXVH (1951), 599, are also worth 
while. Among other important bitigraphiw that contrilmte to the .subject are 
Charles A. Barker, Henry (ieor^e (New York, 1955); Arthur F. Beringause, 
Brooks Adams (New York, 1955); William II. Jttrtly, Henry Adams; Scien¬ 
tific Historian (New Haven, 1952); Catherine D, Bowen, Yankee from 
Olympus: Justice Holmes and His Family (Bosttin, 19«); and Felix Frank- 


Chia-acter of William James (2 vols., Boston, 1935). Matt A. DeWolfe 


(Cambridge, 1941) 


Among a number of very good «udi« of the chaiwe in rclimon 


1860-1915 (New Haven, 1940); Henry F. May. Protestant Ckurckts and 


Religion in American Thought; The Impact of Haturalhrn (Stanforrl, Calif., 
1952). More specific studies include V. I>. Botlein, The Sorial (lospd of 


1953); and Sidney Warren, Americm free Thought, 1880-1914 (New Yo^ 
1943), the study of free-thought press and litertiture. 

'Hiere is no good stttdy of the American woman jw a stteiid and intellectual 
group in existence. One ha,s to depend therefore mostly on biogniphies. 
^ 01 ^ t^ lM*st of liiesc are Mary Earhart, Frances Willard (Clueago, 1944); 























BIBLIOGRAPHY 


309 

New York, 1938); Richard W. Leopold, Blihu Root and the Conservative 
Ttadition (Boston, 1954); Joki A. Garraty, Henry Cakot Lodge (New York, 
1953); Nathaniel W. Stephenson, Nelson W, Aldrich (New York, 1930); 
and Hermann Hagedom, Leonard Wood (2 vols., New York, 1931). Of spe¬ 
cial interest are Bernard E. Brown, American Consermtives: The Political 
Thought of Francis Lieber and John W. Burgess (New York, 1951), and 
H. E. Barnes, William Graham Sumner,” Sociological Review, XIV (1922) , 
209. For judicial conservatism, see Louis B. Boudin, Government by Judiciary 
(2 vols., New York, 1932); Max Lemer, The Mind and Faith of Justice 
Holmes (New York, 1943); and Willard L. King, Melville Weston Fuller 
(New York, 1950). 

Compared to the literature on conservatism, that on radicalism is rich. 
Among the good general works are the comprehensive Donald D. Egbert and 
Stow Persons (eds.), Socialism and American Life (2 vols., Princeton, 1952); 
David A. Shannon, Jlie Socialist Party of America (New York, 1955); 
Hcm^ard H. Quint, The Forging of American Socialism (Columbia, S.G., 
1953), whic'h cen-ers only the earliest period; Ira Kipnis, The American So¬ 
cialist Movement, 1897-1912 (New York, 1952); and Paul F. Brissenden, 
The (New York, 1919). Studoats should also see The Writings and 

Speeches of Eugene F. Debs (New York, 1948), and Marvin Wachman, 
History of the Social Democratic Party of Milwaukee, 1897-1910 (Uirbana, 
1945). Among tlm better biographies are Ray Ginger, The Bending Cross: A 
Biography of Eugene F. Debs (New Brunswick, N.J., 1944), and Matthew 
josephson, Sidney Hillman (New Yoik, 1952). Chester M. Destler, Ameri¬ 
can Radicalism, 1865-1901 (New London, Conn., 1946), just approaches the 
period, Init <’ontains a number of interesting observations on the early Socialist 
developmt'nts. 

For an analysis of progressive political thought, see Hofstadter, The Age 
of Reform, and Goldman, Rendezvous with Destiny, already cited. But the 
.stu<l(*rit should not overlook Thomas H. Greer, American Social Reform 
Moveynents: Their Pattern Since 1865 (New York, 1949), and Chapter 4 of 
Geru’gc K. Mowry, The California Progressives (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
1952). Arthur M. Schlesinger, The American as a Reformer (.Cambridge, 
1950), aiui Paths to the Present (New York, 1949), are both useful. C. Vann 
Woodward, Origins of the New South (Baton Rouge, La., 1951), contains 
some cxcitptionally pertinent material on southern developments. 

The Struggle for the Cities and the States 

Some ex<‘cllent works deal with the older and more corrupt municipal 
politics. Among the best of them are Walton E. Bean, Boss Reufs San Fran¬ 
cisco: The Story of the Union Ijthor Party, Big Business and Graft Prosecu¬ 
tion (Berkeley and f^s Angeles, 1952); G. M. Reynolds, Machine Politics in 
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New Orleans 1897-1926 (New York, 1936); Howard Zink, City Bosses in 
the United States (Durham, N.C.., 19311); and L. Woiult and H. Kogen, 
Lords of the Lesee; The Story of Bath House John and Hinky Dink (In¬ 
dianapolis, 1943). James T. Salmr, The Ameriran Politieian (Clhaptd Hill, 
1938), also contaiu.s pertinent material. 

For the period before 19tK), tUillord W. Fatten, The Hattie for Municipal 
Reform: Mobilimion and Attack, 1875 1909 (VVa-shingum, 194(1), is ade¬ 
quate. But for the twentieth century no really good .study of the municipal 
reform cru-sadc exists. Nye, Aiidwestern Prufiressive Politics, already men¬ 
tioned, containus .some excellent material on the Mitklk We.stern reform 
mayors. L. Ware, Jacob Riis, Police Reporter, Reformer, Useful Citizen 
(New York, 1938), covers one pha.se of the New York C'.ity movement. 
Arthur Mann, Yankee Reformers in the Urban Age (Clambritlge, 19.14), is 
much wider in scope. For a compnthensivc view, tamstdt the autobiographies 
of the city reformens, municipal historits, aiul C(mten»|»oraiy magazine articles. 

The reform movement in the .state.s is more adetpiately ct»vered. Ran.some 
K. Noble, New Jersey Ptogressivism Before H'ihon (Frinceton, 1946); (Jeorge 
E. Mowry, The California Progressituts, already mentittued; and Winston A. 
Flint, The Progressive Movement in Vermont (Washington, 1941), are satis- 
factt>ry, laiss .so art^ Elizabeth Ring, The Progressh e Movement of 1912 and 
the Third Parly Movement of 1924 in Maine (Ortmo, Me., 1933); hi. N. 
Doan, The 1 m Toilettes and the Wisconsin Idea (New Yexk, 1947); and 
Robert S. Maxwell, la Toilette and the Rise of the Ptogressives in Wisconsin 
(Madison, Wis., 1956). A. D. Kirwan, The Revolt of the Rednecks; Missis¬ 
sippi Politics, 1876-1925 (la-xingtou, Ky., 19.51), is ,)( ,spe*ial value for its 
study of poor-white sentiment. Much other material will be humd in state 
histories and biographies t<H> numerous to mention heie imlivithially. 

C. C. Regier, The lira of the Muckrakers (Chapel Hill, 1932), and Izmis 
Filler, Crusaders for American Liberalism (Yellow Springs, t)hk>, 19.59), do 
Justic.c to the muckrakers as a group, Speeial mention should also be made 
of Elmer Ellis, Mr. Dooley's Ameriea; A Life of Tinley Peter Dunne (New 
York, 1941). 

Among the Iwtter biographies of state reformers .are Arthur .S, t.ink, R'i/- 
son: The Road to the White House (Frine»;ttm, 1947); M«tIo J. Pusey, 
Charles T-vans Hughes (2 voI.s., New York, 19.51); Dexter Perkins, Charles 
Evans Hughes and American Democratic Matemaaskip (Ihrston, 1936); C. 
Vann Woodward, Tom Watson, Agrarian Rebel (New York, 1938); Francis 
B. Simkins, Pitchfork Ben Tillman, South Carolinian (Baton Rouge, I.a., 
1944); Winifred G, Heimes, John A. Johnson (Minneajxdis, 1949); and E. 
A. Fitepatriefc, McCarthy of Wisconsin (New York, 1944). For the refttrm 
movement in the .South, Dewey W. Grantham, Jr., "Htike .Stnith; Progressive 
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Governor of Georgia,” Journal of Southern History^ XV (1949), 423, should 
also be consulted. 

The Progressive Mind 

Three very important works on progressive theory of this period shou 
not be overlooked: W. Herbert Croly, The Promise of American Life (New 
York, 1909); Walter Lippmann, Drift and Mastery (New York, 1914); and 
Walter Weyl, The New Democracy (New York, 1912). Two other books of 
major importance to the subject are Simon Patten, The New Basis o/ Civili 
zation (New York, 1907), and William G. Brown, The New Politics and 
Other Papers (Boston, 1914). In addition to the titles cited imder sections 
entitled General Works and Conservative, Radical, and Progressive, see the 
definitive John D. Hicks, The Populist Revolt (Minneapolis, 1931), and 
Walter Johnson, William Allen Whitens America (N^w York, 1947). 

Roosevelt, The First Years 

For varying interpretations of the character of Roosevelt in addition to 
the one by Pringle, see the brilliant John M. Blum, The Republican Roose- 
velt (Boston, 1954), and, by the same author, “Theodore Roosevelt: The 
Years of Decision” in Morison and Blum, Roosevelt Letters, II, 1484. 
Richard Hofstadter, The American Political Tradition and the Men Who 
Made It (New York, 1948), contains an able chapter on Roosevelt. Matthew 
Josephson, The President Makers (New York, 1940), should also be con¬ 
sulted as well as the older works: J. B. Bishop, Theodore Roosevelt and His 
Times Shown in His Own Letters (New York, 1920); William R. Thayer, 
Theodore Roosevelt (Boston, 1919); and Lawrence F. Abbott, Impressions 
of Theodore Roosevelt (New York, 1920). 

On the Northern Securities Case, Balthasar Meyer, A History of the 
Northern Securities Case (University of Wisconsin Bulletin, No. 142, Madi¬ 
son, 1906), is an almost contemporary account. Other useful material is 
found in the court record. Northern Securities Co. et al. v. United States, 
193 U.S. 360, 1904; Henry Clews, Fifty Years on Wall Street (New York, 
1915); James G. Pyle, The Life of James J. Hill (New York, 1917); and 
Frederick L. Allen, The Great Pierpont Morgan (New York, 1949). For 
Roosevelt’s trust policy, see Hans B. Thorelli, Federal Antitrust Policy: Or¬ 
ganization of an American Tradition (Baltimore, 1955); the already-men¬ 
tioned Moody, The Truth About the Trusts; James D. Clark, The Federal 
Trust Policy (Baltimore, 1931); and, for the nineteenth-century background, 
Sidney Fine, Laissez Faire and the General Welfare State (Ann Arbor, 1956). 

Much useful information on the anthracite coal industry is found in the 
Report of the Anthracite Coal Commission, U.S. Department of Labor Bul¬ 
letin No. 46 (Washington, 1903). Eliot Jones, The Anthracite Coal Combi- 
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nation in the United States (Cambridge, 1914), and Arthur E. Suffem, 
Conciliation and Arbitration in the Coal Industry of America (Boston, 1915), 
are helpful. Useful works for Roosevelt’s labor policy a.s a whole are H L 


States (New York, 1924); L. L. Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor, 
History, Policies, and Prospects (Wa.shii^ton, IMS); and Marguerite Green* 
The National Civic Federation and the American iMhor Movement 190(C 
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and William E. LeuchtenbuiTg, “Pr^esivism and Imperialism: The Progres¬ 
sive Movement and American Foreign P>Iiey. ia9g-!!)l6.” Mississippi Val¬ 
ley Historical Review, XXXIX (1952), 483. Roosevelt’s naval policy can be 
found in G. C. O’Hara, Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of the Modern 
Nmy (Princeton, 1943). But see also W. K. Liviney, Mahan on Sea Power, 
(Norman, Ofcla., 1947), and D. W. Mitchell. History of the Modern Ameri- 
can Nany (New York, 1946). 

Few subfects have b«n covered » weU as recent Caril*»n policy. Amc»^ 
the laixe number of good general works on the subject, perhaps the best are 
Dexter Perkins, The United States and the Caribbean (CUmiiridge, 1947) 
and The Monroe Doctrine, mium? (Baltimore. 1937); .Samuel F. Bemis! 
the Latm Ammcan Policy of the United States (New Yoric, 1943); H. C. 
Hill, Roosevelt and the Caribbean (Ghicago. 1927); Dana G. Monroe. The 
llntud States and the Caribbean (Bmton, 1934); atul W. H. Galleot, The 
Caribbean Policy of the United States, lUm pm (Riltimore, 1942). For 
Santo Domingo, see M. M. Knight, The Amerkans in Santo Dominrto (New 
York, 1928). On the Venentdan imidemt, .S. W. yvertnore, “'Fheodorc 
RoOTCvelt, The American Navy and the Venissuelan Grisi.s.” American His¬ 
torical iimcw, U (1946), 452, and J. F. Rippy, •‘The Anteeeilenis of the 
Gorollary of the Monroe Doetrine,” Pacific Hhtorkal Review, DC 
(1940), 267, are of spedal interest. D. C. Miner, The FioM for the Panama 
^oute; I he Story of the Spooner Act and the Hay-Herran Treaty (New 
ork, 1940), is excellent. M. P. Du Val, And the Mountains Will Move 
(Stanford, 1947), is adequate for the .siibequent history of the Canal. Other 
useful wits on the subject are J. F. Rip,,y. The Capitalitts and Colomhia 
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Hist Of teal Review^ XVIII (1937), 123, should be compared with Beale, 
Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of America to World Power. For CuImh 
relations, see especially Russell H. Fitzgibbon, Cuba and the United States^ 
1900-^1935 (Menasha, Wis., 1935). 

Among the biographies of special value for this subject not already meor 
tioned are Tyler Dennett, John Hay, From Poetry to Politics (New York, 
1933); William R. Thayer, The Life and Letters of John Hay (2 vols., Bos- 
toE^ 1915); Karl Schriftgeisser, The Gentleman from Massachusetts: Henry 
Cabot Lodge (Boston, 1954); and William D. Puleston, The Life and Work 
of Alfred Thayer Mahan (New Haven, 1943). 

The Drive for Election 

Roosevelt’s intricate political moves in 1903 and 1904 can best be studied 
in the already-mentioned biographies by Pringle and Blum. But A. Bower 
Sageser, The First Two Decades of the Pendleton Act (Lincoln, Neb., 1935), 
contains some material on patronage. Garel A. Grander and William E. 
Livezey, The Philippines and the United States (Norman, Okla., 1951), 
traces the evolution of American policy. Three studies by Philippine of¬ 
ficials should also be noted: G. C. Worcester, The Philippines Past and 
Present (New York, 1914).; W. C. Forbes, The Philippine Islands (Boston, 
1928); and G. B. ElHot, The Philippines to the End of the Commission 
Government (NewYoik^ 1917). 

Among the biographies dealing with this subject are Thomas Beer, Harma 
(New York, 1929); E. J. Scott and D B. Stone, Booker T. Washington, 
Builder of a Civilization (New York, 1917); G. G. Osborn, John Sharp Wil¬ 
liams; Planter Statesman of the Deep South (Baton Rouge, La., 1943); 
James McGurrin, Bourke Cochran (New York, 1948); and S. H. Acheson, 
Joe Bailey: The Last Democrat (New York, 1932). 

The Orient and the World 

In addition to many of the volumes listed imder the section Hemisphere 
Diplomacy, the following general works should be consulted: Alfred W. 
Griswold, The Far Eastern Policy of the United States (New York, 1938), 
and Tyler Dennett, Americans in Eastern Asia (New York, 1941). Tyler 
Dennett, Roosevelt and the Russo-Japanese War (New York, 1925), should 
be compared with Beale, Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of America to 
World Power. M. J. Ban, The Open Door Doctrine in Relation to China 
(New York, 1923), and E. G. Sandmeyer, The AntLChinese Movement in 
California (Urbana, 1939), cover Ghinese relations, while Thomas A. Bailey, 
America Faces Russia (New York, 1950), does the same for that country. 
Thomas A. Bailey, Theodore Roosevelt and the Japanese American Crisis 
(Stanford, Galif., 1934), is particularly valuable, as is dho O. J. CHnard, 
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Japans Influence on American Naval Power (Berkeley and Los Angeles, 
1947), and Yamato Ichiliashi, Japanese in the United States (Stanford, 
Calif., 1932). Thomas A. Bailey, “The World Crisis of the American Battle¬ 
ship Fleet, 1907-1909,” Pacific Historical Review, I (1932), 389, and “The 
Root-Takahira Agreement of 1908,” Pacific Historical Review, IX (1940), 
19, are of interest on their special subjects. 

David A. Lockmiller, Magoon in Cuba: A History of the Second Inter¬ 
vention, 1906-1909 (Chapel Hill, 1938), is an admirable study. J. B. Scott, 
The Hague Peace Conference of 1899 and 1902 ( 2 vols.. New York, 1909), 
was written without the aid of any of the pertinent manuscripts. Eugene N. 
Anderson, The First Moroccan Crisis, 1904-1906 (Chicago, 1930), is a fine 
study written from European sources. For the developing Anglo-American 
understanding, see Lionel M. Gelber, The Rise of Anglo-American Friend¬ 
ship (New York, 1938). 


Roosevelt, the Final Years 

1. L. Sharfman, The Interstate Commerce Commission: A Study in Ad¬ 
ministrative Law and Procedure (New York, 1931), is still the authoritative 
work on this important railroad regulatory agency. In addition, for the Hep- 
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study of the first two years of the Taft administration. For Taft’s own viw 
of the Presidency, see his The Presidency (New York, 1916). F. W. Taussig, 
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The Ballinger-Pinchot affair is still a controversial subject among his¬ 
torians. For one interpretation, see Pringle, Taft; for others, see Alpheus T. 
Mason, Bureaucracy Convicts Itself: The Ballinger-Pinchot Controversy of 
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(Northampton, Mass., 1926), is an older and less critical work. Of interest 
also are Pinchot, Breaking New Ground, mentioned before; J. T. Ganoe, 
“Some Constitutional and PoHtical Aspects of the Ballinger-Pinchot Con¬ 
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